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CHAPTER-I 
INTRODUCTION 
The relationship between mind and body and the 
effect of one upon the other has always been a 
controversial topic amongst philosophers, psychologists 
and physiologists. Despite their having different point 
of views regarding this, none has denied the importance 
of one over other. Among philosophers it was Aristotle 
who pointed out that nonphysical factors play an 
important role in the development of disease. In the 
beginning, psychologists were primarily interested in 
studying mental health issues such as somatoform 
disorders, dissociative disorders, anxiety disorders 
etc. It is only during the past few decades that they 
have become interested in exploring the issues related 
to physical health. Interest in the role of 
psychological factors in physical health or illness led 
to the development of the study of psychosomatic 
disorders. Within psychology, the interest in the study 
of psychosomatic disorders owes much to Freud. Breuer 
and Freud's studies on hysteria in 1895 led to the 
formulation of a preliminary version of the theory of 
psychoanalysis. They hypothesized that repressed 
unconscious childhood experiences were the source of 
symptoms. 
other psychiatrists of Freud's tradition such as 
Dunbar (1943), Ruesch (1948) and Alexander (1950) were 
the first to consider the association between .disease 
and personality in terms of traits and dispositions. 
They adopted * specificity' approach in which specific 
illnesses were believed to be associated with specific 
traits. But this was criticized on the ground that it 
had little explanatory or predictive power in 
understanding physical disease. 
This conclusion regarding specificity approach 
encouraged different ways of explaining the 
psychological processes leading to illness. For Example, 
Engel (1968) and Engel and Schmale (1967) postulated 
that certain kind of events, particularly those 
involving psychological loss and/or bereavement produce 
a feeling of helplessness or hopelessness which in turn 
produce psychological reactions. According to this view, 
some individuals differ in coping styles from others 
that allow them to adjust better in life. 
Another nonspecific approach was formulated by 
Holmes and Rahe (1967), which proposed that objective 
life events that require change in the individual's 
daily routine (eg. relocating, death of a significant 
other, or job promotion) are experienced as stressful 
and thus increase the subsequent risk of illness. Some 
retrospective and prospective studies have shown that an 
accumulation of life changes predicted subsequent 
illness six months to a year later. 
Beside nonspecific approach, the research with 
other approaches was also proceeding. Many investigators 
tried to link various personality types to particular 
diseases. For example, two cardiologists Friedman and 
Rosenman (1959), proposed that a particular style of 
behavior placed individuals at risk for early coronary 
disease. This behavior style, called Type A 'behavior 
pattern' considered to be elicited by situations that 
are stressful or challenging. Cooper, Detre and Weiss 
(1981) found this behavior pattern to be associated with 
increased risk of coronary heart disease independent of 
the traditional CHD risk factors. 
Gradually, these approaches were abandoned by the 
health psychologists in favour of a more behavioral and 
biological approach which seeks to employ interventions 
derived from behavioral medicine. This modern trend in 
the study of health issues led to the development of a 
separate field, namely, health psychology This newly 
developed area of health psychology reflects the view 
that both body and mind are important determinants of 
health and illness. Specifically, health psychologists 
assume that our beliefs, attitudes and behavior 
contribute significantly to the onset or prevention of 
illness (Engel, 1980) . Researcher from this area 
expanded their work by including the psychological and 
social determinants of health and disease. The most 
significant change noted is that, researchers from 
different disciplines recognized the necessity of 
examining the "interrelationship" among social, 
psychological and physiological determinants of health 
and disease. Almost all of them emphasized the adoption 
and practice of preventive health behavior. 
Recent work on health related issues has gone 
beyond the epidemiological studies that showed a 
relationship between social interaction and illness and 
social support and health (eg. Cassel, 1976). Nowadays, 
one major cause of ill health is increasing stress 
induced by rapid advancement with the advent of improved 
scientific and technological interventions which beside 
providing many opportunities and comfort has also a 
darker side. Today, people have to face rising 
competitiveness, unemployment, over ambitiousness and 
overall stress imposed by modernization. Further more, 
impulsivity and tendency for immediate gratification has 
given rise to emotional turmoils in various ways. 
Considering stress as a major cause of illness a 
large number of research studies were carried out to 
find out the relationship between the occurrence of 
stressful life events and subsequent illness (Dohrenwend 
& Dohrenwend 1974; Gunderson & Rahe, 1974). 
The results suggested that stressful life events 
are a major cause of somatic and psychological diseases. 
But the correlation between this relationship of 
stressful life events and illness could not exceeded 
beyond .30 (Rabkin & Struening, 1976). This gives a 
clear pictures that all individuals are not equally 
susceptible to stressful life events. Some people are 
likely to develope chronic diseases and psychiatric 
disorders after exposure to stressful conditions, while 
others do not. These findings motivated researchers to 
identify various moderating variables which interact 
with stress and decrease its debilitating effects 
(Antonovsky, 1979; Johlon and Sarason, 1978; Kobasa, 
1979; Lefcourt, 1980). Few of these stress moderators 
are social support (Cohen & Wills, 1985), coping 
mechanisms (Thoits, 1982) and personality traits. 
Researches have been carried out on these factors using 
longitudinal design in order to strengthen causal 
inference with regard to stress, social support is an 
external moderator variable which is widely studied by 
the researchers and has been found to be an effective 
stress buffering agency which screens one from 
debilitating stressful situations. There are two 
theoretical models in social support-stress-buffering 
model and main-effect model (Cohen, 1991). The direct 
effect model suggests that people who have social 
support tend to be healthier in general, whether or not 
stressful events have occurred. The stress buffering 
model implies that when stress is encountered, other 
people serve as "buffers", e.g., if someone has lost a 
job, friends or relatives can provide a place to live or 
food to eat along with affection and encouragement. 
Personality dispositions are considered to play an 
important role as a moderating variable because both 
aspects of coping - the cognitive appraisal of events 
and actions directed towards those events-are influenced 
by personality. The personality characteristics which 
encourages an optimistic cognitive appraisal of 
situations is considered to be useful in decreasing the 
debilitating effects of stressful life events. 
Similarly, personality dispositions can also influence 
the coping process into less stressful ones. Lazarus 
(1966) has called this dual process of appraisal and 
action "transformational coping" which protects health 
of a person. One such personality predisposition is 
^hardiness'. 
While the role of personality variables in the 
etiology of physical diseases has been studied by many 
investigators (e.g., Friedman & Rosenman, 1969; Lefcourt 
& Weiss, (1971); Averill, 1973; Moss 1973), doubts have 
been expressed regarding the kinds of assumptions and 
methodology involved in research on relationship between 
personality and illness. Kobasa, who has introduced the 
concept of 'hardiness' has shown a preference for 
fulfillment and existential theories of personality 
emphasizing, for example, competence (White, 1959), 
propriate striving (Allport, 1955), and the productive 
orientation {Fromm, 1947). Kobasa is mainly critical of 
single-variable studies and is in favour of a person-
situation interaction approach. According to her, 
single-variable research contains many shortcomings 
e.g., these studies establish some link between a single 
variable and illness; there remains a doubt on the 
magnitude and consistency of this relationship. Another 
problem associated with this type of research is that it 
foster the view that personality is fragmented into a 
number of independent dimensions. Whereas, Kobasa 
argues, that personality should need to be assessed 
through a configuration of variables. Her emphasis is on 
the need for some researchers to work from a more 
global, theoretical, and "personological" stance. She 
also suggests that the scope of personality and health 
research be expanded to include not just illness, but 
also illness-related behaviors that may evolve or change 
over a considerable period of time. 
Kobasa (1985) is also critical of the present 
methodology of personality and health research by 
pointing out that most of the researchers conceptualize 
personality as static and disregard the changes that 
occur within it as a result of illness. Additionally, 
the new labels for patients suggested by these 
personality explanations (hysterical, excessively 
dependent, impulsive etc.) allow health practitioners to 
minimize their own responsibility on the well being of 
those they treat. 
She concludes her arguments by suggesting that for 
better and strong conceptual links between personality 
and health there is a need of adopting sophisticated 
methodologies and a broad-based theory of personality 
and human behavior. According to her the most 
appropriate theory to understand the concept of hardy 
personality and its relationship to illness is 
'existential' theory of personality. Existentialism is 
relevant to the concept of hardiness in two ways (Kobasa 
and Maddi, 1977) : (1) existentialism emphasizes the 
importance of persons as being in the world who do not 
carry with them a set of static traits, but rather they 
continuously construct their personality through their 
actions (Heidegger, 1962), (2) existentialism portrays 
life as always changing and therefore as inevitably 
stressful. Unlike many other approaches to stress that 
are essentially pessimistic, existentialism allows for 
successful coping; that is, for outcomes other than 
debiliation and illness. In the hardiness research, it 
supports the formulation of hypothesis about how persons 
can rise to the challenges of their environments, 
turning stressful life events into opportunities for 
well-being and personal growth. Although existentialism 
places radical emphasis on subjectivity and individual 
autonomy, it describes the exercise of freedom, 
responsibility, decision making, and other human 
capabilities, as inevitably taking place within 
environments that are both personological and physical. 
The concept of hardiness can best be explained in terms 
of existential theory of personality because it also 
highlights aspects of human behavior that are crucial in 
matters of health and illness. 
THE CONCEPT OF HARDINESS 
The concept of hardiness was introduced by Kobasa 
(1979). The hardy personality style is a combination of 
cognition, emotion and action aimed at not only on 
survival but also on the improvement of the quality of 
life through development. Kobasa (1979) describes 
hardiness in term of three general interrelated factors 
that function as a resistance resource in the encounter 
with stressful life events. These are commitment, 
control, and challenge. 
1. Commitment 
The commitment disposition is considered to be 
opposite of alienation. It is a tendency to involve 
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oneself in the daily life activities. Optimistic 
cognitive appraisals made by hardy individuals provide 
them with a sense of purpose which allows them to find 
meaningful the objects and situations of their 
environment. This sense of purpose does not allow one to 
withdraw from social environment in times of great 
pressure. Antonovskey (1974) observed that committed 
persons feel an involvement with others that serves as a 
generalized resource against the impact of stress. 
Moreover, they do not hesitate to turn to others for 
assistance in times demanding readjustment. 
Control 
The control disposition suggests that hardy 
individuals have a tendency to feel and act in an 
influential manner rather than showing helplessness in 
the face of varied circumstances of life. Averill (1973) 
described highly stressed but healthy person on the 
basis of his laboratory observations. He observed that 
such people are hypothesized to have (a) decisional 
control, or the capability of choosing among various 
courses of actions to handle the stress; b) cognitive 
control, the ability to interpret, appraise and unite 
various stressful life events in the normal course of 
life that is beneficial in reducing their debilitating 
effects; (c) coping skill, this sort of people have a 
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store or collection of appropriate responses to meet the 
various demands of life. 
This description does not convey that hardy 
persons have a complete determination of events and on 
their outcomes, rather they have a perception that they 
can influence the situation through the exercise of 
imagination, knowledge, skills and choice. Control 
enhances stress resistance perceptually by increasing 
the likelihood that events will be experienced as a 
natural outgrowth of one's actions and therefore, not as 
foreign, unexpected and overwhelming experiences. 
Challenge 
The challenge disposition is expressed as the 
belief that change rather stability is normal in life 
and the anticipation that change provides an opportunity 
for growth rather than as a threat to security (Berlyne, 
1964; Csikzentmihalyi, 1975; Maddi et al., 1965). 
Optimistic cognitive appraisals of the situations make 
it possible to perceive change as normal enough, 
meaningful, and even interesting despite its 
stressfulness. Because change seekers value a life 
filled with interesting experiences, and have explain 
their environment well and they know where to turn for 
resources required for coping with stress. Since, 
change seekers are motivated to endure, they do not 
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break down even while facing extremely demanding 
circumstances of life. 
Those who avoid change find themselves and the 
environment boring, meaningless and threatening. They 
have a belief that life is best without any change and 
feel powerless when confronted with overwhelming forces. 
Development is not a much important aspect for them. 
They are, therefore, a passive observer of the events 
happening in their environment. They allow external 
forces to impinge upon them and do not try to transform 
the events by taking decisive actions. Because their 
personalities provide little or no buffer, the stressful 
events are allowed to have a debilitating effect on 
health. Gentry and Kobasa (1984) argued that "the 
collection of personality characteristics composing 
hardiness mitigates the potential unhealthy effects of 
stress and prevents the organismic strain that often 
leads to illness". 
In a most comprehensive and pioneering study, 
Kobasa (1979) found a strong support for the above 
hypothesis. She identified business executives who had 
experienced an especially large number of stressful life 
events, and divided them into two groups according to 
number, of illness symptoms. The high stress/low illness 
(hardy) group as compared to high stress/high illness 
(non hardy) .. ••- group, showed a stronger commitment 
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to self, an attitude of vigorousness towards the 
environment, a sense of meaningfulness, and an internal 
locus of control. 
There are two theoretical models which explain the 
relationship of health to hardiness. These are: 
1. Stress-Buffering Model 
Conceived by Kobasa (1979), this model suggests 
that hardiness improves health by acting as a buffer to 
stressful life events. In highly stressful conditions, 
hardys were proposed not to fall ill because of their 
feelings of commitment, control and challenge. This 
buffering role of hardiness is shown in the figure 1, 
adapted from Kobasa & Puccetti (1983). 
Stressful 
Life Events 
Personality 
Hardiness 
', [ ' 
Sucessful 
Copii ^g 
Strain > Illness 
Use of Social 
Resources 
Figure 1. The buffering effects of hardiness: Kobasa & Puccetti (1983). 
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2. The Main Effect Model 
This model suggests that factors involved in 
hardiness have direct effects of reducing psychological 
strain associated with illness. This role of hardiness 
is evident in figure 2, which is adopted from Kobasa 
(1982a). 
Stressful 
Life Events 
Committed 
Personality 
+ 
+ i 
Regressive 
Coping 
+ Strain + Illness 
Figure 2. Direct and indirect effects of hardiness: Kobasa (1982a) 
If these two models are to be compared a very 
different picture of the role of hardiness and its 
subcomponents in the stress-illness relationship 
emerges. In the first case hardiness reduces the impact 
of stressful life events by increasing the use of 
successful coping strategies. In the second case, 
hardiness in the form of committed personality decreases 
strain directly. In addition, it has indirect effect by 
decreasing the use of unsuccessful coping strategies. 
Although many studies failed to find out the buffering 
15 
effects of hardiness on health (Hull et at., 1987; 
Kobasa et at., 1985; Roth et al. , 1989; Wiebe & Mc 
Galium, 1986), Kobasa and her colleagues reported four 
studies that tested main effects of hardiness (the 
direct effects ) and hardiness by stressful life event 
interaction (the buffering effects) on self-reported 
illness (Kobasa et al., 1981; Kobasa et al. , 1982; 
Kobasa et al., 1983; Kobasa & Puccetti, 1983). 
Assuming hardiness as a useful personality-
construct further research is to be conducted to find 
out how hardiness is acquired? The proposed research has 
been prompted by recent resurgence of interest in the 
study of autobiographical memory recall and personality 
development. Assuming that a person's past experiences 
determine the way a person develops into a particular 
kind of personality, we expect that more hardy or less 
hardy individuals must have undergone certain kinds of 
experiences which have contributed somehow in making 
them what they are at present. While it is to be 
acknowledged that a better understanding of the 
formation of the hardy personality can be achieved by 
doing a longitudinal study covering about two decades of 
an individual's early life, this methodologically better 
approach is to be postponed due to obvious practical 
difficulties. As an alternative, we can rely on 
individual's recall of past events for understanding 
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formation of his personality because a lot of 
theoretical writings and empirical findings are 
available to justify reliance on the recall of past 
events for the study of personality development. Let us 
consider the theoretical writings on autobiographical 
memories. 
THEORETICAL BACKGROUND OF EARLY MEMORIES (EMs) 
Interest in the study of autobiographical memories 
is not new; many psychologists have studied this aspect 
of human behavior and emphasized the importance of EMs 
in order to know about the hidden aspects of human 
behavior. According to them such information if obtained 
accurately can reveal a lot about an individual's 
personality. Most of these psychologists have different 
views regarding the implications of autobiographical 
memories for assessment and treatment. 
The most prominent early theory was Freud's view 
who presented a psychoanalytic theory of EMs with an 
emphasis on infantile amnexia (Freud, 1971) . He 
postulated that early memories are repressed because 
they contained affective content relating to infantile 
sexual desires and the murderous fantasies directed 
towards parents and siblings that later become 
unacceptable to the oedipal superego and may hinder the 
cognitive development of the child. He pointed out that 
childhood amnesia is similar in nature with the 
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pathological amnesias associated with neuroses in 
adults. Freud (1901/1956) has described EMs as 
"concealing" since in his view they displace or cover up 
other "really significant impressions". He was concerned 
with "forgotten events", memories not accessible to 
consciousness. Freud's concern was to bring to awareness 
the repressed infantile memories rather than to focus 
upon the meaning and importance of the early events 
reported. 
In contrast to Freud's view regarding EMs, Adler's 
view is much more related to present day thinking. He 
considers that EMs are the fundamental aspect of the 
person's present day view of life. He (1931) described 
individual EMs as "the reminders he carries about with 
him of his limits and of the meaning of circumstances. 
They serve as stories a person keeps repeating to 
himself to warn him or confront him, to keep hin 
concentrated or\ his goals, to prepare him by means of 
past experiences, to meet the future with an already 
tested style of action" (P.73). 
According to Adler an individual retains in his 
memory storage only those events of past which are 
consistent with his present attitudinal frame of 
reference or with his life style. He viewed EMs as a 
means by which the individual validates and justifies 
his or her current view of him or herself in the world. 
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That is why with the change in life style of a person 
corresponding change is expected in his EMs. 
Ego psychologists view of EMs is based on both the 
Adlerian emphasis on "confirming" images of self and 
others as well as Freudian emphasis on the operation of 
the repression in the EM formation. The major focus of 
Ego psychologists is to add something to the primitive 
conceptions of psychoanalysis on the sexual and 
aggressive content of drives, impulses and fantasies and 
to pay more attention to the structure of personality in 
terms of how it deals with this content (Hartman, 1958, 
1964) . Some of the psychologists who basically take an 
Ego approach are: Mayman (1968), and Chess (1951) among 
others. They view the production of past memories as a 
method of coping with conflicts through fantasy. 
Formative factors in shaping the EM include past 
experiences, present level of personality organization, 
current life stress and cultural milieu (Kramer, 
Ornestein, Whiteman & Balldridge (1967). Ego 
psychologists believe that many important things could 
be obtained through the manifest content of EM without 
going into the unconscious through free-association 
(Lang et al., 1960). 
Bartlett was first to point out that experiences 
undergone by a person are not retained in their original 
form, they become constituents of schema. He pointed out 
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that memory as a process is constructive and not 
reproductive or eidetic. Bartlett (1932) conducted a 
number of memory experiments and found that in many 
cases of remembering literal recall was very rare which 
led him to conclude that remembering is an affair of 
construction rather than of mere reproduction. One 
possible explanation for the memories to be constructive 
is given by Bartlett (1932) himself. On the basis of his 
experiments on perception he pointed out that the 
individual does not take a situation detail by detail 
rather he has a tendency to get a general impression of 
the whole. Thereby during recall he reconstructs the 
whole event in which most of the factual information is 
distorted. Bartlett has coined the term 'Schemata' to 
refer it to those complex, internal organizations of 
past reactions and experiences. The schemata are living, 
constantly developing, and keep on changing with the 
change in the experiences one comes across during the 
course of life. In essence, schemata can be described as 
interconnected experiential complexes organized around 
major conceptions and the axioms which the individual 
maintains about himself, others and the outside world. 
The important thing to be noted here is that memory 
consists of schemata about the world, rather than traces 
or images of the world. The attitudes derived from past 
experiences are retained in long term memory rather 
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than purely factual information. To complete the picture 
the process of justification operates which helps the 
person to construct the event so that the factual 
details mesh with the attitudes which initially emerge 
in the recollective process. 
Since perception is rarely "photographic" the 
question arises on what basis the details from the whole 
are selected and perceived. To explain this Bruhn and 
Last (1982) and Bruhn (1984) proposed a model, named 
cognitive perceptual model. 
This model is based on Bartlett's (1932) view that 
perception aims for a "general impression" rather than a 
detailed picture of whole. It represents the idea that 
the basis of selectivity in perception is that needs 
fears and interests, in addition to major beliefs, 
direct and orchestrate first the perceptual process 
itself and later the reconstruction of the events which 
are recalled. In sum, the cognitive perceptual model 
utilizes a perception-memory-perception feedback loop in 
which the individual's perception of the world remains 
constant unless and until the individual is confronted 
with experiences which have a bearing on his major 
beliefs and conclusions which he has about himself and 
about the world. When the change takes place in his 
basic beliefs and attitudes, the perceptual process 
accommodates itself to the new world view. As a result. 
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to comply with these changes parallel shifts take place 
in long term memory. 
We can also understand an individual's past with 
the help of his personal constructs as well. Kelly 
(1955) proposed the theory of personal constructs in 
which he tried to establish a relationship between self-
structure and personal memory recall. He pointed out 
that personal constructs are used to interpret the 
experiences and also that they are validated through 
experiences. Since, they reflect the experiences of the 
individual, persons with similar experiences will have 
the similar constructs too. There is some evidence that 
people who have many constructs (complex personal 
system) are likely to have had relatively complex 
environment as children (Schrest & Jackson, 1961) . The 
finding suggests that constructs and experiences develop 
together and that constructs are determined by past 
experiences. Describing various characteristics of 
constructs Kelly (1955) assumed that personal memories 
could only be encoded in relation to an existing self 
structure. He observed that, "in order for an experience 
to be remembered or perceived clearly it must be 
supported within a system of constructs" (p.471). 
Another point of view regarding the processing of 
self-related information was presented by Markus (1977). 
She proposed that attempts to organize, summarize or 
22 
explain one's own behavior in a particular domain causes 
the formation of certain cognitive structures about the 
self which are referred to as self-schemata. In her own 
words, "self-schemata are cognitive generalizations 
about the self, derived from past experiences, that 
organize and guide the processing of self-related 
information contained in the individual's social 
experiences" (p.64). Self-schemata are constructed from 
information processed by the individual in the past and 
influence both input and output of information related 
to the self. As individuals accumulate repeated 
experiences of a certain type, their self - schemata 
become increasingly resistant to inconsistent or 
contradictory information, although they are never 
totally invulnerable to it. In a study of 
dependence/independence Markus (1977) found evidence 
regarding this assumption. The results indicate that 
self-schemata facilitate the processing of information 
about the self. Schematics (Ss who scored high on the 
measure of dependence) were found to be more resistant 
to incorrect personal information than were the 
aschematics (who did not have any schema, regarding 
dependence/ independence). These data suggest that the 
traits, such as those found in the self, serve an 
important function in processing certain kinds of 
information. 
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More recently, two other relevant concepts that 
have been proposed about the relationship between 
individual's personal constructs and past experiences 
are construct availability and construct accessibility ( 
Higgins & King, 1981). Construct availability refers to 
individual differences in the particular kind of 
constructs that are actually present in memory to be 
used for processing social input. Construct 
accessibility refers to the difference among individuals 
who could process many of the same kinds of constructs 
but differ in the readiness with which constructs are 
utilized in information processing. Thus, two 
individuals could have the same constructs stored in 
memory (i.e., equal availability) but differ in their 
likelihood of using the construct to process stimulus 
input (i.e., deferential accessibility). The models of 
social- construct accessibility proposed by Higgins and 
King (1981) and Wyer and Srull (1981) imply that the 
more frequently a construct is activated, the more 
accessible it should become and the longer the increase 
in accessibility should persist. The construct 
"attractive", for instance, is likely to become 
accessible for a child whose parents frequently comment 
on other's attractiveness. There is some evidence 
showing that accessibility of social constructs varies 
among people. Yarrow and Campbell (1963), found in their 
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study that peoples' impressions of others are heavily 
influenced by their individual accessible constructs. 
Some of the theoretical perspectives discussed 
above provide the rationale for the present study which 
tries to understand the formation of hardy personality 
by analyzing the early memories recalled by a person. 
While psychoanalysis has emphasized the importance of 
repression and suggests techniques which would enable us 
to delve into the forgotten experiences repressed into 
the depth of unconscious, the present study is 
interested in manifest rather that latent content of 
recalled events. It is assumed that the past events 
recalled by a person are the reconstruction of the past 
and congruent with the present attitudes and future 
goals. There can be reconstruction of the past events 
when the recalled experiences are real happenings in the 
life of the person because the experiences are subsumed 
in the complex internal organization known as schema. 
The reconstruction of the past also implies perceptual 
selectivity with the direction and orchestration of 
fears, interests and beliefs in memory-perception 
feedback loop. The work of Markus on self-schemata and 
processing of information about the self provide us 
necessary empirical evidence regarding the importance of 
information processed by the individual in the past for 
the self-schemata constructed by the person. 
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AIMS AND OBJECTIVES 
On the basis of literature discussed above 
following hypotheses were formulated and tested in the 
present study. 
1. Subjects high on commitment, control and challenge 
will recall past experiences showing commitment, 
control and challenge. 
2. Subjects low on commitment, control and challenge 
will recall events showing noncomrti.itment, lack 
of control and absence of challenge. 
3. High hardy subjects as compared to low hardy 
subjects will assign higher ratings to the past 
events in respect of inculcating in them the traits 
of commitment, control and preference for challenge. 
4. The level of vividness and the number of past 
experiences indicating commitment, control and 
challenge will be higher for hardy subjects. 
5. The level of vividness and the number of past 
experiences indicating noncommitment, lack of 
control and absence of challenge will be higher for 
nonhardy subjects. 
CHAPTER-II 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
with the emergence of health psychology as a 
separate field of study, psychologists have become more 
interested in the factors that contribute to the 
maintenance of health and resistance to illness caused 
by different reasons including stressful life events -
the most potent wrecKer of health in the contemporary 
life. Beginning with the study of psychological factors 
which are supposed to predispose a person to a 
particular kind of disease, for example, CHD or cancer, 
psychologists moved to the study of factors which have 
general influence on health and can be instrumental in 
making a person either vulnerable or resistant to 
illness. 
The work on hardiness is an example of attempt to 
discover general resistance resources against stress and 
other factors that are involved in deterioration of 
health. The present study attempts to explore the 
relationship between hardiness and personal memory 
recall. We present here a review of literature which has 
led to the formulation of the problem of the study. The 
present review consists of two parts. The first part 
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includes the literature, examining the theoretical 
conceptualization of hardiness, effects of hardiness and 
the issues related to its measurement. In the second 
part we have discussed the theories and empirical 
studies related to the recall of past experiences. 
ORIGIN OF THE CONCEPT, *HARDINESS' 
The conceptualization of hardiness as a resistance 
to the negative effects of stressful life events on 
health derives from existential personality theory 
(e.g., Kobasa and Maddi, 1977). Some of the important 
formulations expressing existential viewpoint are the 
theories proposed by several personality theorists. For 
example, white's (1959) theory of competence, Allport's 
(1955) emphasis on appropriate living, and Fromm's 
(1947) elaboration of the productive orientation. All of 
these formulations which Maddi (1976), in his 
categorization of major personality theories, calls 
fulfillment theories, are relevant to hardiness theory. 
The reason of conceptualization of hardiness in the 
light of existentialism is that it highlights aspects of 
human behaviour that are crucial in matters of health 
and illness. It also emphasizes the human search for and 
creation of meaning and has special relevance for the 
better understanding of those who are ill. Before the 
conceptualization of hardiness theory the trend was to 
predict the health behaviour of an individual from one 
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personality variable. For example, one such variable is 
locus of control. It was discovered that people who have 
an internal locus of control are less likely to fall ill 
as compared to those who have an external locus of 
control (Scrickeland, 1982; Walston & Walston, 1982 
provide good reviews of this work) . Kobasa (1985) 
diverted herself from variable based research to person 
based research. She argues that "personality, as 
descriptive of persons, needs to be assessed through a 
number of different variables. If locus of control 
matters for health, it probably does so in relation to 
other components of personality" (p.296). Therefore, in 
1979, she coined the term "hardiness" to describe those 
individuals who withstand stressful conditions of life 
without falling ill. Hardiness is the constellation of 
three personality dimensions - commitment, control and 
challenge. Much research has already shown the relevance 
of control, commitment and challenge, for remaining 
healthy. We present here a brief review of research 
conducted on these three variables. 
Studies on Control 
The single personality characteristic to which 
stress researchers have paid the most attention is 
control. For example, Glass, Singer, and Friedman (1969) 
conducted a laboratory study in which two experiments 
were carried out to investigate the behavioural 
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consequences of adaptation to repeatedly presented 
aversive noise. Experiments included an intermittent 
noise condition which was followed by the tasks 
measuring tolerance for frustration, and quality of 
performance on a proof reading task. Both measures were 
taken following adaptation of the individual to the 
noise, and after its termination. The first experiment 
showed that adaptation to unpredictable in contrast to 
predictable noise resulted in lowered tolerance for 
subsequent frustrations and in impaired performance on a 
proof reading task. Experiment II showed that the 
adverse post adaptive effects following loud 
unpredictable noise were substantially reduced if the Ss 
believed that they had' control over the termination of 
noise. Glass et al. discussed the results in terms of 
lack of control which may be the mechanism mediating the 
relationship between adaptation and decrements in 
frustration tolerance and performance efficiency. In 
this study control emerged as having a significant 
mitigating influence on the harmful effects of stressors 
like shock or aversive noise. The same effects were also 
demonstrated by Lefcourt (1976) and Weiss (1971) . 
Averill (1973) proposed a model to explain his 
laboratory observations that some organisms are not 
debilitated by stressful stimuli. He pointed out that 
highly stressed but healthy person is hypothesized to 
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Studies on Coimnitinent 
Commitment, another component of hardiness, is 
found to be an effective stress-resistance resource. 
Commitment which is regarded as the opposite of 
alienation is defined by Maddi (1967) as the ability to 
believe in the truth, importance and interest value of 
what one is doing, and the willingness to exercise 
influence or control in the personal and social 
situations in which one is involved. 
Moss (1973) reviewed sociological and 
psychological studies conducted on stress. He relied 
extensively on a concept similar to commitment component 
of hardiness. He worked in an information processing 
perspective and pointed out that the failure to feel 
involved in an environment that provides congruent, 
effective, and accurate information renders one 
vulnerable to disease. From the available results Moss 
deduced that, when the information received by persons 
from their surroundings is so incomprehensible, 
surprising, inaccurate or ineffective that it prevents 
them from pursuing their intentions in the social world 
they are likely to become victim of stress. Moss 
considers the person who is most likely to fall ill to 
be alienated, a designation clearly related to the 
commitment (vs. alienation) component of hardiness. 
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Antonovskey (1979) in his review of the factors 
that promote successful coping identified commitment as 
the most essential resistance resource. Committed 
persons are thought to be able to persist at their work 
even stressors reach to the peak. They know why they are 
facing the stressful events that characterize their 
profession and also know how to face them successfully. 
Being committed to work and society makes them aware of 
various social, interpersonal and material resources 
that enhance stress management. Kobasa (1982a) studied 
stress resistance in 157 general practice lawyers. The 
mediating effects of commitment, social support and 
exercise on stress inducing illness were examined. The 
results revealed an insignificant correlation (r=.03) 
between lawyers' stressful life events and physical 
illness scores. However, a significant correlation was 
found between lawyers stress experience and their 
complaints of strain symptomatology, but this was 
mediated by following stress resistance resources. 
Increases in strains are significantly determined by the 
personality characteristic of alienation (vs. 
commitment) and the use of regressive coping techniques, 
as well as by stress levels. 
Studies on Challenge 
The third component of hardiness ie., challenge, 
signifies change as an opportunity for growth and 
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development rather than as threat to security. It is 
expressed as the belief that change rather than 
stability is normal in life. In the past the tendency to 
change ohe's responses from moment to moment has been 
studied extensively (Fisk & Maddi, 1961). Subsequently, 
Maddi, propst and Feldinger (1965) studied three 
expressions of the need for variety: novelty (self-
gratification) , curiosity (search for new information), 
and feeling the desire for novelty (indicate that 
variation in stimulation is rewarding for the person). 
They exartiined the construct validity of the need for 
variety on a sample of 62 paid volunteers. Each subject 
was tested for all variables in a two-and-a-half hour 
session. Results of the study led them to conclude that 
there are people who infuse their stories with question-
asking and information-seeking (curiosity). Finally, 
some people may give fairly direct expression of a wish 
for new or changed experience (desire for novelty). The 
results ate consistent with assuming that people high in 
novelty of productions, curiosity, or desire for novelty 
all share a strong need for variety. 
In another study Smith, Johnson and Sarason (1978) 
demonstrated the effectiveness of challenge. They 
investigated the relationship between life change and 
psychological distress as a function of the sensation 
seeking motive. The results of the study suggest that 
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life changes are related to psychological distress only 
if the individual perceives them to be negative, and 
that the sensation seeking motive influences the 
relationship between negative life change and 
psychological distress. 
The empirical research conducted on three 
personality characteristics discussed above provides 
considerable support for the notion that these variables 
act as effective resources for the well-being of an 
individual and serve as a protector of his health under 
stress. For all these reasons, commitment, control and 
challenge combinely should keep persons healthy despite 
encounters with events generally regarded as stressful. 
Confirmation to this hypothesis comes from the 
demonstration that hardy and nonhardy subjects under 
high stress differed from each other on medical or 
biological status. Kobasa (1979) in a comprehensive 
study introduced hardiness concept and confirmed it as 
well. In this study a sample of upper and middle level 
executives were administered the Holmes and Rahe 
Schedule of Recent Life Events to measure the degree of 
stressful life events in the previous three years. Two 
groups were identified. One of which {n=86) suffered 
high stress without falling ill, whereas the other 
(n=75) reported becoming sick after their encounter with 
stressful life events. The illness was measured by the 
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Wyler, Masuda and Holmes Seriousness of illness survey. 
To measure the personality variable of hardiness a 
composite questionnaire was administered. The results of 
the study supported the prediction that high stress/low 
illness executives shouj , by comparison with high 
stress/high illness executives, more hardiness. The 
first group was found to have a strong sense of 
commitment to self, an attitude of vigorousness toward 
the envoironment, a sense of meaningfulness and an 
internal locus of control. 
Studies Showing Relationship of Hardiness to Health 
Since the pioneering work has been carried out on 
hardiness a number of other studies are conducted to 
confirm its beneficial effects on stress-induced 
illness. Most of the work was done by Kobasa and her 
colleagues in the initial stages of its conception. For 
example, in a longitudinal study Kobasa, Maddi and 
Courington (1981) examined the mediating effects of 
personality-based hardiness and constitutional 
predispositions (parents illness) on the stressful life 
events and illness relationship. The study was carried 
out over a period of five years. Subjects were mailed a 
composite questionnaire in three phases from time to 
time. To determine the validity of self-report measure 
of illness, 48 Ss were selected for whom there were 
records of medical examinations conducted in the 
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company's medical department on a yearly or more 
frequent basis during the period of time covered by the 
study. The statistical analysis of the data produced 
the results which indicate that stressful life events 
and constitutional predispositions increase while 
hardiness decreases subsequent illness. 
Rhodewalt and Agustsdottir (1984) conducted a 
study to find out a relationship of hardiness to Type A 
Behaviour Pattern (TABP). It was also investigated as to 
how stressful life events are perceived and coped with 
by the subjects. 600 undergraduate students were asked 
to complete a psychiatric impairment scale; report life 
events for the previous years; and rate each event for 
its desirability, controllability, and forseeability. 
Results indicated that an accumulation of perceived 
undesirable events was associated with distress for 
subjects low in hardiness. The likelihood for 
experiencing any given event was not related to any 
personality type. However, hardy individuals differed 
with their low hardy counterparts in that, on average, 
they were more likely to perceive an event as desirable 
and controllable. 
Singh and Ramadhar (1985) hypothesized that people 
who experience stressful life events without falling ill 
may possess the three dispositions of control, 
commitment and challenge in greater degree than those 
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vulnerable to stress. In one study of 216 executives, 
subjects who remained healthy in the face of stressful 
situations of life were found to possess one of the 
three dispositions. In another study of 259 executives, 
who gave information about stress and illness over a 
period of two years, low hardiness subjects reported 
almost twice as much illness as high hardiness subjects. 
Bank and Gannon (1988) in a prospective study 
investigated the influence of hardiness on the 
relationship between stressors and psychosomatic 
symptomatology. They recorded the impact of hardiness, 
life events, and hassles on reports of somatic symptoms 
over a period of nine months. Data suggest that 
hardiness tended to have additive and opposite effects 
to that of stressors in its impact on symptomatology. 
Subjects higher in hardiness tended to experience less 
frequent stressors and to perceive the minor event they 
did experience as less stressful. 
Manning, Williams and Wolfe (1988) in their study 
examined the direct and moderating relationship between 
hardiness, life and work stressors and a variety of 
health-related outcomes. Results indicated that 
hardiness did not moderate the relationship between 
stressors and outcomes. However, hardiness was found to 
have significant direct effects on emotional and 
psychological factors thought to be related to personal 
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well-being and work performance. Hardy subjects 
reported high levels of job satisfaction and fewer 
tensions at work, experienced a higher quality of life, 
and were less negative about life as compared to 
nonhardy subjects. Hardy subjects also had fewer 
somatic complaints and tended to be less depressed. At 
the same time hardiness was negatively related to all 
four measures of life and work stress, implying that 
hardiness may not be independent of life demands. 
In a recent study Maddi and Khoshaba (1994) tried 
to establish a relationship between hardiness and mental 
health. They used a newly developed third-generation 
hardiness measure constituted of 45 conceptually 
constructed rating scale items including both negative 
and positive indicators. To strengthen the ties between 
hardiness and mental health they used MMPI as a standard 
measure of psychopathological tendencies. The pattern 
of results suggested that hardiness is a general measure 
of mental health and that it is not an artifact of 
negative affectivity, which was controlled. 
The literature on hardiness discussed above 
provides considerable support for the hardy personality 
style and its role in reducing the harmful effects on an 
individual's health. 
However, studies conducted by Kobasa and her 
colleagues on hardiness since its conception reveal a 
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very different picture of the role of hardiness and its 
subcomponents in the stress-illness relation. This 
different role of hardiness can be explained in terms of 
its two theoretical models. These are: 
(a) Stress-buffering model. 
(b) The main-effect model. 
Stress-Buffering Model 
It represents the stress buffering hypothesis. The 
term hardiness was originally conceived by Kobasa (1979) 
to improve health by existing as a buffer of stressful 
life events. In highly stressful environments, hardy 
individuals were proposed not to fall ill because of 
their feelings of commitment, control and challenge. 
This buffering role of hardiness is clearly evident in 
Kobasa's (1979) statements concerning hardiness 
"...persons who experience high degree of stress without 
falling ill have a personality structure differentiating 
them from persons who become sick under stress". The 
buffering role model was presented by Kobasa and 
Puccetti (1983) which suggests that hardiness reduces 
the impact of stressful life events by increasing the 
use of successful coping strategies. 
The Main-Effect Model 
Kobasa (1982a) offered a main-effect model of 
hardiness. This model suggests that factors involved in 
hardiness have direct effects of reducing psychological 
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Strain associated with illness. In one study Kobasa 
(1982a) found that increases in strain are significantly 
determined by the personality characteristic of 
alienation (vs. commitment) and the use of regressive 
coping techniques as well as by stress levels. She 
concluded that hardiness decreases strain in two ways, 
ie., directly, in the form of committed personality and 
indirectly, by decreasing the use of unsuccessful coping 
strategies. 
The results of direct tests of proposed stress-
moderating effects have been mixed. Some studies provide 
considerable evidence bearing on the question whether 
hardiness has direct effects of improving health or 
buffering effects under stressful conditions. Here we 
are going to mention studies that tested for hardiness 
main effects and interaction between hardiness and 
stressful life event (buffering effects). 
Koba sa, Maddi and Kahn (1982) showed main effects 
of hardiness and stressful life events on illness and 
interaction effects for these independent variables. In 
this study the significant main effects due to hardiness 
in the analysis of covariance suggested that this 
tendency toward commitment, control, and challenge 
functions prospectively aS a resistance resource. 
Further, the predicted interactions indicated that 
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hardiness has its greatest health-preserving effect when 
stressful life events increase. 
Kobasa and Puccetti (1983) demonstrated the 
similar effects in a subsequent study. This study 
examined personality, social assets, and perceived 
social support as moderators of the effects of stressful 
life events on illness onset. The results revealed a 
significant main effect for hardiness. They also 
reported finding a significant main effect for hardiness 
and a significant stress x hardiness interaction in a 
second analysis that included perceived family support. 
However, the F statistic they reported for the Hardiness 
and Stress interaction was not large enough to be 
statistically significant (P < 0.10). 
In the same year Kobasa, Maddi and Zola (1983) 
conducted another study to explore the relationship 
between Type A Behaviour Pattern and personality 
hardiness and predicted an interaction between them that 
would be influential for illness onset. Again Kobasa et 
al. , found a significant interaction effect of illness 
and stressful life events. Findings also confirmed 
previous reports with regard to the buffering effects of 
hardiness. 
Ganellen and Blaney (1984) found a significant 
main effect in depression for the Alienation From Self 
and Vegetativeness subscales. In addition, only the 
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Alienation From Self scale interacted with stressful 
life events. 
Rhodewalt and Zone (1989) demonstrated the 
significant interactional effects between increasing 
levels of life change and higher illness scores in a 
sample of 212 women. Thy examined whether psychological 
hardiness buffers people against stressful life change 
through the appraisal and interpretation of life 
experiences. Hardy and nonhardy participants reported 
life events for the previous year, physical illness for 
the previous 6 months, and current levels of depression 
and rated each reported event in terms of its 
desirability. Results showed that, although hardiness is 
not associated with the likelihood of reporting any 
specific life events, nonhardy women appraise a 
significant higher proportion of their life experiences 
as undesirable than do hardy subjects and report that 
each negative event requires greater adjustment. 
These studies support the main and buffering 
effects of hardiness on health. But these findings are 
not consistent as some other studies failed to find out 
the interactional effects. For example, Kobasa, Maddi 
and Courington (1981) reported the significant main 
effects due to personality based hardiness in the 
analysis of variance and covariance which supports the 
view that the disposition towards commitment, control. 
43 
and challenge functions prospectively as a resistance 
resource. A significant main effect for stressful life 
event was found (F=13.17, df = l, p <.01) when the 
immediate prior illness was controlled. The study, 
however, failed to find out any significant 
interactional effect in the various analyses of the 
data. 
Roth et al, (1989) examined the effects of 
exercise, participation, self-perceived fitness level, 
and dispositional hardiness for promoting stress 
resistance in a sample of 373 college students. As 
predicted Self-report measures of stressful life 
experience and recent physical illness were positively 
correlated with illness. Multiple regression analysis 
indicated that neither fitness nor hardiness provided a 
stress moderator effect because neither was found to 
significantly interact with stress in the prediction of 
illness scores. Structural equation analysis suggested 
that hardiness may affect health indirectly by first 
influencing either the occurrence or subjective 
interpretation of stressful life events. 
Schemied and Lawler (1986) examined the relative 
importance of hardiness with type A behavior pattern in 
affecting illness in women. Although, they found a 
strong stress, illness association. However, there were 
no hardiness main effects nor interactions between 
44 
stress, type A behaviour and hardiness. Hardiness was 
significantly associated with age, educational level, 
and marital status. No differences in hardiness 
composition were found between high stress/high illness 
and high stress/low illness groups. 
Hull et al. (1987) could also not succeed to find 
out the stress buffering effects of hardiness. Their 
finding suggests that lack of commitment and lack of 
control have direct effects on health because they are 
psychologically stressful, and if there are any 
buffering effects of commitment and control, they are in 
addition to these direct effects and are situation 
specific. 
These research findings have been criticized on 
several grounds. First, the independent variable in all 
of the studies is self-reported illness and not illness 
per se. Kobasa (1982 b) acknowledged this problem. She 
comments that "hardy individuals may simply be less 
willing to acknowledge their illness because it 
conflicts with self image as persons who are vigorous 
and in control of their lives" (p.24). She herself 
dismisses this argument given that the illnesses 
reported were serious enough and that the self-report of 
the subjects' illnesses were being checked against their 
medical records. These counter argument become 
irrelevant in the case if subjects are unaware of or 
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deny their symptoms and hence do not report them to 
their physician. 
Second, the four studies of hardiness effects by 
Kobasa and her colleagues do not provide independent 
tests of their hypothesis. Kobasa et al. (1981) and 
Kobasa et al. (1982) reported analyses on precisely the 
same data set. Whereas the former authors include 
constitutional predisposition as an additional predictor 
of illness, the later author^s did not include this 
variable. 
Third, most of the studies mentioned here reported 
main effects of hardiness and stressful live events but 
failed to give significant interaction effect. Moreover, 
these effects are more apparent for some hardiness 
components than for others. 
Hardiness and the Level of Physiological Arousal 
Kobasa, Maddi, Puccetti and Zola (1985) proposed 
that the stress-appraisal style of the hardy individual 
results in decreased sympathetic arousal to stressful 
stimuli and this decreased arousal, in turn, reduces the 
long-term health consequences of illness. Tests of 
physiological correlates of hardiness, however, have not 
produced consistent results. Some studies suggest that 
individuals high in hardiness display less physiological 
arousal in response to laboratory stressors than those 
who are low. While other studies suggest the opposite. 
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For example, in one study Allred and Smith (1989) 
assessed the cognitive and physiological responses of 
high and low hardy male undergraduates to a challenging 
task under high and low evaluative threat. As predicted, 
hardy subjects endorsed more positive self statements 
than did low hardy subjects in the high threat 
condition. It was also evident by the finding that hardy 
subject displayed marginally lower arousal while waiting 
for the task to begin. However, this difference was not 
maintained during the task. The only significant 
physiological difference indicated that hardy subjects 
had larger systolic blood pressure responses to the task 
than nonhardy subjects. 
In contrast, Contrada (1989) found that high hardy 
male subjects displayed reduced diastolic blood pressure 
while performing a mirror tracing task. He conducted the 
study to explore a relationship between type A behavior 
and hardiness as predictors of cardiovascular responses 
to stress. Systolic and diastolic blood pressures (SBP 
and DBP) and heart rate were monitored while subjects 
performed a difficult mirror-tracing task. The results 
showed an association between hardiness and 
significantly reduced DBP responsiveness. 
Deborah J. Wiebe (1991) studied sixty male and 
sixty female undergraduates selected from each 
hardiness group. They completed an evaluative threat 
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task that was manipulated to influence appraisals of the 
task in a manner consistent with hardiness theory. High 
hardy subjects displayed higher frustration tolerance, 
appraised the task as less threatening, and responded to 
the task with more positive and less negative affect 
than did low hardy subjects. Although hardiness did not 
exert effects on heart rate (HR) prior to evaluative 
threat, high hardy men displayed lower HR during 
evaluative threat than did low hardy men. The 
interesting finding was that hardiness had no effect 
among women. These data indicate that the characteristic 
of hardiness do reduce physiological arousal to stress 
among men, but no generalizations is to be made to 
women. 
In a pilot study recently conducted by Salcova and 
Sykora (1995), relation between hardiness and strain 
under anxiety inducing conditions was explored. Sample 
consisted of 18 adults awaiting dental surgery and 32 
controls who had undergone the surgery. Individuals with 
less anxiety and high hardiness displayed reduced 
physiological response. However, the investigators found 
a higher heart rate variability in persons with a high 
level of control which they attributed to higher coping 
efforts. 
These studies suggest that hardy subjects make 
more positive self-statements in response to evaluative 
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threat than do low hardy subjects. Besides, these 
physiological findings raise questions regarding the 
nature of the link between hardiness and health. For 
example, in the experiment conducted by Allred and Smith 
(1989) high hardy subjects displayed a physiological 
response (larger systolic BP) that has been suggested by 
investigators as a link between stress and increased 
risk of illness. No doubt inconsistent findings raise 
questions about the validity of hardy personality style 
but there is a possibility that these differences may be 
caused by the different methodologies adopted by these 
investigators. 
Hardiness and Neuroticism 
It has also been an issue of criticism that the 
original form of Hardiness Scale and its shortened 
version contain items primarily reflecting lack of 
commitment, control and challenge. The items are derived 
from measures of maladaptive traits such as alienation. 
Criticizing the use of negative indicators to measure 
hardiness Funk and Houston (1987) observed that it 
creates substantial conceptual and empirical problems. 
For example, using a scale that measures feelings of 
alienation to negatively index commitment implies that 
commitment is the converse of alienation. It may be 
argued that unity, not commitment, is converse of 
alienation. Moreover, a low score on a scale of 
49 
alienation may represent neutral feelings rather than 
the presence of feelings opposite to alienation. 
Funk SL Houston (1987) undertook a critical study 
of Hardiness Scale's utility and validity. Beside^other 
issues discussed earlier they pointed out that this 
scale may assess general maladjustment or neuroticism 
rather anything resembling conceptual definition of 
hardiness. In their opinion indicators used to measure 
hardiness are perhaps better construed as tapping 
something similar to general maladjustment or 
psychopathology. They made an assumption that 
individuals who obtain high scores on the five hardiness 
subscales would seem to be maladjusted, considering that 
they feel alienation from self and work; powerless, with 
little control over their lives; and in need of 
security. The findings proved this hypothesis as results 
indicated a statistically significant correlation (p< 
.01) between the hardiness measure and two measures of 
maladjustment. In addition, the data also indicated that 
many of the effects of hardiness were not found when 
maladjustment was statistically controlled. 
The study conducted by Rhodewalt and Zone (1989) 
also revealed that the statistical control of 
neuroticism or negative affectivity eliminated the 
correlation between hardiness and health reports. 
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It is apparent from these studies that potential 
confounding of hardiness with neuroticism or negative 
affectivity presents an alternative interpretation of 
studies of hardiness and health. Rather than reflecting 
an association of the three components of hardiness with 
reduced likelihood of physical illness, the result of 
such studies may simply replicate the correlation 
between neuroticism and somatic complaints. 
However, this conclusion regarding the role of 
hardiness was refuted by later studies. In a recent 
convergent discriminant validation study, Wiebe, William 
& Smith (1990) used multiple measures of hardiness and 
neuroticism and concluded that although these constructs 
are highly correlated, they are distinct. They found 
higher correlations between measures of hardiness than 
their correlations with neuroticism. 
Hardiness in Relation to Other Moderator Variables 
In early studies single moderator variables were 
considered in the studies on life events and 
vulnerability to illness. That is why little work was 
done on the interaction of moderator variables with one 
another for increasing vulnerability or resiliency. 
Unlike hardiness, social support is an external stress-
moderator variable, that has been recognized fully by 
the investigators for its strength to moderate the ill 
effects of stress. 
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Kobasa et al. (1982) made a point that in order to 
understand the role of hardiness in connection with 
other resistance resources, it becomes essential to 
determine if there is a difference between hardiness and 
other resistance resources. One argument is that 
hardiness measures should not be highly related to 
measures of social support and constitutional strength. 
If hardiness survives this test then it will be 
interesting to determine how hardiness, constitutional 
strengths, and social support jointly influence 
health/illness status. Since then Kobasa and her 
colleagues and other investigators have reported several 
studies on pairing of personality hardiness, exercise 
and social support and constitutional resources in a 
single study. 
As previously mentioned that Kobasa et al. (1981) 
studied both personality and constitutional 
predispositions in the stress-illness relationship. They 
found that hardiness appears independent of 
constitutional strengths. 
Kobasa, Maddi and Puccetti (1982) studied 
personality and exercise as buffers in the stress-
illness relationship. Results demonstrated exercise to 
be associated with lower over all illness scores in 
executives under stress, and that this buffering effect 
was distinct from that attributable to hardiness. It 
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was also found that whereas hardiness leads to 
decreasing the stressfulness of events, thereby 
decreasing their ability to produce sympathetic arousal 
(or organismic strain), exercise may have its general 
buffering effects by relieving the organismic strain 
directly, without altering the precipitating event. 
They also reported that Ss who are high in both 
hardiness and exercise are more resistant to stress than 
are those who are high in one but not in the other. 
Kobasa and Puccetti (1983) examined personality, 
social assets, and perceived social support as 
moderators of the effects of stressful life events on 
illness onset. Results indicated that both stressful 
life events and hardiness have direct effects on illness 
scores. Boss support, on the other hand, did not show a 
similar main effect, but did interact significantly with 
stressful life events to have an impact on illness. 
Both the resistant resources were found to be 
independent of each other. On the contrary, perceived 
family support showed a negative effect on health when 
reported by those low in hardiness. Finally, social 
assets made no significant impact on health. This study 
also found an additive effect of hardiness and social 
support at work. 
Ganellen and Blaney (1984) examined the relative 
importance of hardiness and social support in reducing 
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the ill effects of life stress in 83 female students. 
Analysis of the data indicated a significant correlation 
of commitment and challenge dimensions of hardiness with 
social support, but not with the control component. When 
the interactions among life stress, social support and 
hardiness were considered, only the Alienation From Self 
Scale was found to moderate the effects of life stress 
(P <.01). 
In another study the effects of resistance 
resources of personality hardiness, exercise, and social 
support independently to each other and in combination 
on probability of illness were demonstrated by Kobasa, 
Maddi, Puccetti & Zola (1985) . Among relative 
effectiveness of resistance resources, hardiness emerged 
as more important buffer than exercise and social 
support which appeared to provide some protection both 
concurrently and prospectively, but these effects were 
not very strong. A combination of the three resistance 
resources of hardiness, social support and exercise 
appeared to decrease illness likelihood in the face of 
highly stressful conditions both concurrently and 
subsequently. 
Holahan and Moos (1985) extended the work on 
factors that buffer the potentially negative health 
effects of life stress. Respondents were separated into 
a distressed group (high stress, high distress) and a 
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stress-resistant group (high stress, low distress). 
Findings demonstrated that those who adapted to life 
stress with little physical or physiological strain were 
more easy going and less inclined to use avoidance 
coping than individuals who become ill under stress. In 
addition, in the stress-resistant group, men were more 
self-confident and women had better family support than 
their counterparts in the depressed groups. 
Roth et al. (1989) also found a positive 
correlation between stressful life experiences and 
recent physical illness. Fitness and hardiness were 
negatively correlated with illness. Further, neither of 
the two had a stress-moderating effect. Another finding 
was that hardiness may effect health indirectly by first 
influencing either the occurrence or subjective 
interpretation of stressful life events. No direct 
effect on health was found for exercise participation, 
although exercise may reduce illness indirectly by 
improving fitness. 
Contrada (1989) explored a relationship between 
Type-A behaviour and hardiness as predictors of 
cardiovascular responses to stress. A significant 
interactional effect indicated that the type B-high 
hardiness group showed the least diastolic blood 
pressure reactivity. A near significant interaction 
(P=.06) suggested that Type B-high hardiness subjects 
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also reported the least anger. Further exploration of 
the data indicated that the challenge component of 
hardiness accounted for its relationship to diastolic 
blood pressure reactivity. These results have 
implications both for the physiologic study of Type A 
behaviour and for understanding the health-promoting 
effects of hardiness. 
Problems of Measurement 
There exist as many ways to measure hardiness as 
there are people conducting research on the topic. The 
assessment devices used to measure hardiness were 
initially selected from a group of personality tests 
based on existential theory. Kobasa (1979) selected a 
large sample of Bell Telephone executives, who reported 
high levels of stressful life events over a period of 
three years. The sample was splitted into high vs. low 
level illness groups following periods of high stress. 
All subjects completed a total of 19 personality scales. 
A discriminant function analysis was conducted to 
determine the particular scales that discriminated 
between the high and low illness groups. Each of the 
scales entered in the discriminant function analysis was 
theoretically conceived to be associated with one of the 
three hardiness subcomponents (control, challenge and 
commitment) . Each subcomponents had at least one scale 
that significantly distinguished between the groups and 
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was associated with a reasonably large standardized 
discriminant function coefficient (for control, the 
scales of Nihilism and External Locus of Control; for 
challenge, the scale of Vegetativeness; for commitment 
the scale of Alienation From Self). Two scales 
significantly distinguished between the groups but were 
associated with small discriminant coefficient (for 
control, Powerlessness; & for challenge, 
Adventurousness). 
In later research Kobasa and her colleagues 
(Kobasa et al. , 1981; Kobasa et al., 1982; Kobasa & 
Puccetti, 1983) adopted the following measurement 
strategy. Commitment was measured with the scales of 
Alienation From Work and Alienation From Self, control 
was measured with the two scales of Powerlessness and 
External Locus of control, and challenge was measured by 
the single scale of security. A second challenge scale. 
Cognitive Structure was dropped because it failed to 
load on the first factor of a factor analysis that 
included all six scales (Kobasa et al, 1982). 
Other than this original version of Hardiness 
Scale, a variety of new and shortened versions of these 
scales have appeared in the literature. For example, 
Kobasa & Maddi (1982) reported forming the short version 
of the Hardiness Scale from the six scales by conducting 
a principal component factor analysis with an oblique 
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rotation and retaining items with a loading of more than 
.30 on only one of the three extracted factors. 
Schlosser and Sheeley (1985), and Hull et al. (1987) 
have used this short version of Hardiness Scale in their 
studies. Rhodewalt and Agustsdottir (1984) reported 
using an abridged Hardiness Scale consisting of 20 
items. They cited a personal communication from Kobasa 
and Maddi (June, 1982) as the source of this scale. 
Lately, Maddi & Khoshaba (1994) have reported a study in 
which they had tried to develop a third generation 
hardiness measure. The scale constituted of 45 
conceptually constructed rating-scale items including 
both negative and positive indicators. Khoshaba also 
reported a correlation of .93 with the second generation 
measure of hardiness. 
Besides the varied number of subscales used to 
measure hardiness across studies, further confusion 
arises the way hardiness subscales have been used from 
study to study. Kobasa (1982a) reported a study on 
commitment and stress resistance in which commitment was 
measured with the scales of Powerlessness and 
Vegetativeness. Whereas in a previous study Kobasa 
(1979) identified the scale of Powerlessness as a 
measure of control and the scale of Vegetativeness as 
the measure of challenge. In another study Kobasa 
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(1982b) used the Powerlessness Scale as a measure of 
control. 
Unitary Nature of Hardiness 
Another criticism of typical measurement of 
hardiness concerns the assumptions of its unidimensional 
nature. In a series of studies Kobasa and her colleagues 
presented a unidimensional nature of hardiness. She 
claimed that the three dimensions, ie., commitment, 
control and challenge are all indicators of a single 
underlying personality dimension of hardiness. Yet, she 
actually stated two positions on this issue. In her 
work, e.g., (Kobasa et al. , 1981), she presented factor 
analysis to demonstrate that scales designed to measure 
the subcomponents of challenge, control, and commitment 
loaded on a single factor of hardiness. In her later 
work, she presented a factor analysis of subscales 
refined to load on only one of three uncorrelated 
factors (challenge, commitment, control: S.C. Kobasa & 
S.R. Maddi, 1984). Subsequently, the research was 
conducted to test empirically whether hardiness is 
unidimensional or it is multidimensional. Some of the 
studies mentioned here suggest that the subscales are 
not equally effective in predicting health. 
Kobasa (1982b) conducted a study on male lawyers 
and found that out of the three components of hardiness 
only commitment and control were significant predictors 
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of health whereas challenge was found to be ineffective 
in predicting health outcomes, 
iSirailarly in another study which was carried out 
on male officers by Kobasa (1980) found the same effects 
for commitment and control as in the above study but the 
component of challenge revealed totally reverse results. 
However, Ganellen and Blaney (1984) explored the 
beneficial effects of challenge and commitment on 
health, but they failed to prove control to be a 
significant correlate of health. 
In the same vein two independent studies carried 
out by Rich & Rich (1985) and Schlosser & Sheeley (1985) 
on females reported a correlational analysis of the 
data. They found commitment and control as related to 
health and illness of an individual and that the 
component of challenge does not play any significant 
role in the prediction of health and stress. 
Hull, Van Treuren and Virnelli (1987) conducted a 
critical study of measurement of hardiness with the aim 
to test the unitary nature of hardiness. The results 
led them to conclude that hardiness is not unitary 
phenomenon, and it should be treated as involving three 
separate phenomenon. They also found only measures of 
commitment and control have adequate psychometric 
properties and are systematically related to health 
outcomes. 
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Lately, Sheppard and Kashani (1991) examined the 
relationship between the hardiness components and the 
experience of physical and physiological symptoms of 
anxiety, psychosis, delusions and eating disorders in 
adolescents. The data revealed the significant main 
effects of stress, gender, and hardiness components of 
commitment and control for several of the health 
measures. Moreover, the hardiness components did not 
interact with stress in the prediction of health 
outcomes among females. 
Despite all the criticism and limitations that 
hardiness theory and its measurement has faced during 
the period of its conception, it is evident from the 
research conducted on this aspect of personality that it 
has successfully been differentiating high illness group 
from low illness group. Thus, we cannot deny its 
importance as a powerful mediating variable or resistant 
resource. 
Having reviewed the studies showing the importance 
of the concept of hardiness in accounting for individual 
differences in susceptibility to health, we have to pay 
attention to the development of hardy characteristics 
and the source of variation in respect of those 
characteristics. While the best approach is to conduct 
longitudinal studies, we can also make use of memories 
of the experiencesundergone by more hardy and less hardy 
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persons. We have to adopt the second alternative which 
can give the best results in the minimum time period. 
The study of early memories of the individual has 
acquired a widespread interest in various domains of 
psychology from the last few decades. There is much 
theoretical and empirical support for holding the view 
that the early memories of the subjects are a rich 
source of information regarding individuals' self-
concepts and character development. 
A large amount of research has directed itself to 
converge on a new model of personality, that emphasizes 
on individual's narrative identity or "life story". For 
instance, McAdmas (1989) writes, "identity is a life 
story-an internalized narrative integration of past, 
present and anticipated future which provides lives with 
a sense of unity and purpose" (p.161). The one possible 
means to identify this continuity of unity and purpose 
of life is to identify relationship among an 
individual's past memories, present affective responses 
and future prospects of success. Maintenance of a 
continuing sense of congruence across the course of life 
is a result both of shifts in the emphasis placed upon 
past, present and future time as well as in the manner 
in which memories of the past are used. 
The importance of childhood experiences and their 
memory has been discussed from different viewpoints. The 
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most important figure in this context is Sigmund Freud 
who made use of early memories of his patients in their 
diagnosis. Freud (1914/1958) pointed out that it is no 
more possible to assume that the content of adult memory 
directly represents that of early childhood than to 
assume that the imagined events of childhood actually 
took place. Freud (1910/1964) wrote: 
"Quite unlike conscious memories from the time of 
maturity, childhood memories are not fixed at the moment 
of being experienced and afterwards repeated, but are 
only elicited at a later age when childhood is already 
past; in the process, they are altered and falsified, 
and are put in the service of later trends...." (p.33) . 
According to him early memories are like history 
which always has a record of "present beliefs and 
wishes" and not a true picture of the past. 
Adler (1927) believed that the earliest memory is 
of particular relevance in depicting one's 
fundamental attitude towards life. The key factor in the 
retention of particular memory is not the unconscious 
associations to a repressed infantile conflict, but the 
consistency of the memory with the individual's 
attitudinal frame of reference, or in a broader sense, 
his life style. 
Among psychoanalysts Mayman (1968/1978) has 
written extensively about early memories. According to 
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Mayman (1968), "... early memories are not 
autobiographical truths, nor even "memories" in the 
strictest sense of this term, but largely retrospective 
inventions developed to express physiological truths 
about a person's life,.... early memories are 
expressions of important fantasies around which a 
person's character structure is organised; [they] are 
selected (unconsciously) by a person to confirm with and 
confirm imagined images of himself and others; and the 
themes... of a person's early memories define nuclear 
relationship-pattern which are likely to repeat 
themselves isomorphically in a wide range of other life 
situations", (p.304). 
Although the work of psychoanalytic theorists has 
been considered of value in the history of EMs, yet it 
is evident from the literature on this subject that 
psychologists were interested in childhood memories long 
before psychoanalytic theory came into being. The very 
first endeavour to the problem of the conscious recall 
of early childhood experiences was made by Miles (18 93) . 
She mailed questionnaires, to college students and other 
adults containing questions such as "what is the 
earliest thing you are sure you can remember? How old 
were you?" The purpose of the study was to reveal the 
inner life of an individual. Two years later Henri 
/((1895) published the first questionnaire devoted solely 
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to EMs. The questionnaire, consisting of 11 questions, 
was designed to discover other pertinent facts, such as 
vividness of visual and auditory imagery, age and usual 
occupation of respondent, the significance of the memory 
to the person reporting, etc., as well as the nature of 
the experience remembered. Colgrove in an article 
published in American Journal of Psychology in 1899 
raised questions regarding memories for specific things, 
such as earliest book read and book remembered best, 
early memories of father, mother etc.; and pleasant and 
unpleasant memories. Colgrove (1899/1900) also called 
attention to certain sex differences at various ages. 
For example, he found that among 10 and 11 years-old, 
motor memories decrease for the girls and increase for 
the boys; and among 12-and-13-year-old girls memories 
for novel occurrences decrease, whereas those for 
protracted experiences increase. This later fact he also 
observed among girls of 16 and 17, but the reverse was 
true for boys of this age. In general he found that 
motor memories, memories of father, grand parents, 
gifts, and fears are recalled about equally by both the 
sexes, but women have about twice as many memories for 
play things. As for memories of school experiences, he 
found that males report a slightly larger number. 
Potwin (1901) studied EMs of college students and 
claimed that all of the memories he collected were of 
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pleasant events. Regarding sex differences, the results 
of their study indicated that 73.3% of the women and 
only 28% of the men reported memories of single 
occurrences. The frequency for reporting repeated 
occurrences was about the same for the sexes, 22.6% for 
the women and 24% for the men. He noted that 6 8% of the 
women remembered very minor details, whereas only 12% of 
the men reported such memories. 
Brookes (1937) was critical of early studies 
on past events mainly for two reasons: (a) early 
memories are nothing but verbal stereotypes, and (b) 
many of the supposed memories may be memories of being 
told of early experiences. Dudycha & Dudycha (1941) in a 
review of literature on this subject pointed out that 
this may be due to the fact that many of students of EMs 
accepted the reports of untrained introspectionists 
without making any effort to check them or to cross 
examine the respondents. In the same paper they 
mentioned two studies for which they claimed to be the 
most carefully conducted studies. Dudycha & Dudycha 
(1933a; 1933b) asked subjects to record their earliest 
memories. They then interviewed each subject 
extensively, to try and obtain as accurate a data for 
the memory as possible using a list of possible clues 
for help. They also asked subjects to consult parents or 
others involved in the event to try to ascertain the 
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data. Taking of into consideration only those memories 
which the authors regarded to be dated within one month 
of the correct age, it was found that females had more 
earlier memories than males. Dudycha and Dudycha also 
examined the relationship of emotion to EMs. In a 
carefully controlled study which analyzed 233 memories, 
they found that a variety of emotions accompanied EMs, 
most prominent amongst which were fear (3 0.4%), joy 
(27.9%), wonder and curiosity (6.1%), pain (5.2%), shame 
and guilt (2.6%), and miscellaneous emotions (3.8%). 
Memories having no emotion were only 5.2%. 
There may be certain periods in one's life when 
experience will have a more profound impact on the 
psyche of individual. This view was put forth by 
Pressey & Kohlen (1957), who felt that critical periods 
may trigger off more intense emotional response from the 
person. They also put forward a ^critical hypothesis' 
saying that there are certain critical periods when the 
experience will have a more serious outcome and far-
reaching impact. They were of the view that habit 
patterns and personality, including patterns of 
emotional responses become more rigid with increasing 
age, thereby becoming more resistant to emotional 
experiences. Thus, the EMs of a child, in contrast to an 
adult, can be expected to be more emotionally and 
physiologically damaging. It may also be assumed in the 
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light of critical hypothesis that experiences in 
childhood, especially emotionally damaging or fulfilling 
ones, would play a definite role in shaping the 
personality of the individual. EMs thus become important 
if one wishes to know about the personality development 
of an individual. 
Kihlstrom & Harackiewicz (1982) asked High school 
and college students to complete a survey of their 
earlier personal recollections (ER) . The recalled 
memories were of events occurring in the fourth year of 
life, and varied widely in terms of content and 
associated affect. The study demonstrated that the 
earliest recollections of high school sample were dated 
significantly later, contained more traumatic contents, 
and were more likely to process the qualities of a 
'screen memory' than were those of the college sample. 
They also tested their subjects after a period of three 
months and found that 58% of the high school students 
recalling the same ER as on the first trial. For those 
recalled a different ER, the second one was rated as 
more pleasant than the first, and was less likely to 
contain traumatic content. In the college sample, those 
subjects whose ERs were of events occurring after the 
fourth birthday or which fit the definition of "screen" 
memories scored higher on the PRF Harmavoidance Scale. 
This study confirmed the average date of earliest 
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recollections, ie., between the third and fourth 
birthday of an individual. 
Bruhn and Last (1982) discussing the four 
theoretical perspectives ie., Freudian, Adlerian, Ego 
psychologists and one adapted from memory theory, 
present their own point of view derived from Bartlett's 
work on EMs . On the basis of his experiments on 
perception Bartlett (1932) pointed out that perception 
aims for a 'general impression' rather than a detailed 
'picture' of the whole, and for this reason memory must 
be constructive. The basis of selectivity in perception 
is that various attitudes or interrelated networks of 
attitudes direct and orchestrate first the perception 
process itself and later the reconstructive, remembering 
Process. Bruhn & Lajt postulated that what seems to 
operate is something which might be described as a 
perception-memory-perception feedback loop in which 
attitudes tend to remain constant until the individual 
is confronted with experiences having sufficient 
physiological impact. They named this viewpoint 'the 
cognitive perceptual model'. 
Bruhn and his contemporaries studied EMs of adults 
and children in the light of cognitive-perceptual 
theory. In one study Bruhn and Davidow (1983) attempted 
to distinguish delinquents from nondelinquents on the 
basis of their EMs. The two groups were matched on 
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gender, economic class and age and were equated for 
verbal IQ. Both the experimental group (delinquents) 
and the control group (nondelinquents) were interviewed 
at different places. On the basis of memories recorded 
a coding system was devised which successfully-
identified 80% of the delinquents and 100% of the 
nondelinquents. 
Bruhn and Bellow (1984) studied the earliest 
recollections of Dwight David Eisenhower, (34th 
president of the United States) and analysed them to 
illustrate the use of the cognitive-perceptual method. 
Narrating several stories from his autobiography and 
interpreting them in the light of the method discussed 
previously, Bruhn and Bellow concluded that Eisenhower's 
memory illustrates that how an unresolved issue can 
profoundly alter perceptions of the self. It is also 
evident that the major issues and the affect in the EM 
are closely connected and that examining their 
interaction may provide a greater understanding of the 
individual and his behaviour. 
Last and Bruhn (1985) examined the weaknesses in 
early studies which assessed the use of early memories 
in identifying psychopathology in children. They 
developed a new early memory scoring system (CEMSS) to 
provide an objective, comprehensive analysis of the 
reported EMs. The children belonged to four diagnostic 
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groups: Delinquent, Hyperactive, Somatic complaint and 
Schizoid. Overall, the CEMSS provided an effective 
means to distinguish the type of presenting 
psychopathology, whereas an earlier study found that 
structural EM variables most reliably identify the 
degree of psychopathology. 
Bruhn (1985) described in detail the cognitive 
perceptual model of early memories. Considering a set of 
early memories collected from a 19 year old single, 
white male he maintained that the memories reflect 
depression, problems with impulse control, self-
destructive tendencies, and the defences against these 
impulses and affects. Bruhn concluded with the 
observation that in early memories, we find a wealth of 
material relevant to personality functioning. Further, 
EMs provide us not only with immediate access to an 
individual's major issues and accompanying dynamics, but 
EMs also provide much, if not most, of the information 
that one might expect to obtain from a physiological 
assessment battery. 
Davidow and Bruhn (1990) replicated a previous 
study of early childhood memories (Bruhn & Davidow, 
1983) . In this study they used 71 delinquents and 71 
nondelinquents between the ages of 14-18 belonging to 
same gender, geographical area and income group. In 
this study subjects were asked to recall four early 
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memories rather than two as in previous study. Several 
refinements were made to the previous early memory 
scoring system. A discriminant analysis of the data 
yielded the findings which were consistent to the 
previous study and were highly significant, ie., 81.7% 
were correctly classified as delinquents and 95.8% as 
nondelinquents. Davidow and Bruhn discussed the results 
from the standpoint of the cognitive-perceptual method. 
Besides- the importance and utility of EMs in 
identifying the personality character of an individual 
doubts have also been raised regarding the accuracy and 
reliability of early memories across studies. For 
example, Halverson (1988) made a critique longitudinal 
analysis of the restrospective data used as a proxy for 
actual data for personality development. Citing 
literature on memory he comments that adults use 
retrospective data to reconstruct events even in the 
recent past. He noted that when adults reconstruct 
childhood memories, there may be even more problems 
having to do with biased, distorted recall. Halverson 
described various reasons, both theoretical and 
empirical, to distrust the accuracy of such recall 
concerning parenting, whether recalled by parents, 
children or siblings. He suggested that instead of 
using the method as a shortcut to developmental data, 
studies examining individual differences in accuracy and 
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distortion and the factor that moderate them may inform 
us of the various meanings of retrospective data. 
McCrae and Costa (1988) replying to the objections 
regarding retrospective data made by Halverson (1988), 
argued that retrospective accounts can provide useful 
evidence when the probable effects of biases are taken 
into account. He concludes that rather than dismissing 
the method psychologists should question the entrenched 
belief that child-rearing is a major determinant of 
adult personality. 
Nelson (1988) and Snow (1990) recently advanced a 
theory which proposes that the development of 
autobiographical recollection is shaped by a child's 
participation in discussions of events with adults. The 
theory implies that demographic factors are related to 
the nature of linguistic environments of 
autobiographical recollection. To test this hypothesis 
Mullen (1994) conducted four studies using 
questionnaires on 768 subjects taking into account their 
gender birth-order and culture. The results showed that 
the age of earlier memory increases across birth order, 
ie. , it is slightly earlier for females than for males 
and is earlier for Cancasians than for Asians. 
Implication of this study is that children learn about 
how to remember their personal experiences in their 
conversation with adults. 
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Throne (1995) in a subsequent study of age related 
changes in memories from early childhood to early 
adulthood hypothesized on the basis of prior 
developmental theory and research on "developmental 
truths". He collected 16 memories on an average from 47 
males and 48 females during an intensive personal 
interview. Memories were coded on three factors (a) the 
age at the time of the episode, (b) the identity of the 
other person with whom the study participant was 
interacting; (c) what the participant wanted from the 
other person and the outcome. The overall results of the 
study were in accordance with expectations - memories 
about wanting help and about parents were most likely be 
found about childhood, while memories about wanting 
love, about wanting to help, and about close friends 
were most likely to prevail by mid to late adolescence. 
Moreover, patterns for males tended to be more dramatic 
than patterns for females. The finding that males' 
memories showed most dramatic age-graded changes than 
females' was not anticipated. But Mullen attributed this 
trend to actual developmental differences in social 
dynamics than to differences in the degree to which 
current concerns influenced the memory process. 
The overview of above studies suggests that EMs of 
an individual are crucial for clinical diagnosis, 
attitude formation and predictions about the personality 
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make-up. No doubt questions have also been raised 
regarding the authenticity and utility of retrospective 
data in making important predictions. But this does not 
undermine the importance of EMs as an important data 
source. 
Memory Recall and Self-Perception 
There is research evidence indicating a 
relationship between memory recall and self-perception 
of the individual, (Kelly, 1955; Rubin, 1986; and 
Fitzgerald, 1986). Memory recall may influence self-
perceptions or vice-versa. Concerning this viewpoint we 
expect that hardy and nonhardy individuals will 
differentially evaluate the impact of their past 
experiences on their self-concepts. Moreover, 
incongruent memory recall should result in greater 
change in self-perceptions than should congruent recall 
because congruent memory recall simply supports existing 
self-perceptions. 
A theoretical viewpoint concerning self-perception 
was presented by Bem (1967; 1972). It asserts that while 
making inferences about oneself, an individual uses the 
same external information that- is available to everyone 
else. Bem observes, "self-descriptive attitude 
statements can be based on the individual's observations 
of his own overt behaviour and the external stimulus 
conditions under which it occurs.... As such, an 
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individual's statements are functionally similar to 
those that any outside observer could make about him" 
(1967, p.185-186). Bern does not deny that self-perceiver 
has access to private information which the observer may 
not have. But he argues that this information is not of 
as much use as we have assumed. 
Bern (1972) also pointed out that people's 
recollections are influenced by personal as well as by 
public concerns. He recommends that people can study 
their .past to learn about themselves and others as well 
as to inform about their present state of affairs. 
Research on self-perception (Bem 1967, 1972) 
provides considerable support to the view that 
individual is an active and constructive information 
processor. But this theory has not implicated the 
specific cognitive structures that are used to organize, 
summarize or explain on^s own behaviour. These cognitive 
structure which carry information about the self are 
known as 'self-sehemata' . Self-schemata are constructed 
from information processed by the individual in the past 
and influence both input and output of self related 
information. 
Self-Schemata and Processing of Information 
Our assumption regarding the association between 
what a person is and what kind of events he can 
selectively recall is also based on the theoretical 
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formulations and empirical studies on the relationship 
between self-schemata and the processing of self-
relevant information. An individual's possession of the 
salient features of hardy personality is an essential 
aspect of his self-schemata. For this reason in his 
journey to his past a hardy or a nonhardy person is 
likely to be more effective in processing the 
information which is more congruent to his self-
schemata. Our expectation is based on certain 
theoretical writings and empirical studies which are 
reviewed below. 
Bartlett (1932) conducted a series of experiments 
and compiled them in a book entitled 'Remembering'. The 
findings of the experimental studies led to the 
formulation of a theory which implies that the process 
of remembering can be understood in terms of patterns or 
schemas, ie. mental representations of incoming 
information. According to Bartlett, memory consists of 
schemata about the world, rather traces or images of the 
world. He also highlighted the constructive nature of 
memories and believed that it is reduplicative or 
reproductive. It was evident from the thousands of the 
cases of remembering he collected that literal recall 
was very rare. On the basis of results of these 
experiments he concluded that remembering appears to be 
far more decisively an affair of construction rather 
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than of mere reproduction. In these experiments Bartlett 
used the "method of serial reproductiorfl In this method 
he obtained from subjects changed reproduction of folk 
stories, descriptive and argumentative prose passages 
and picture material. The original material was retained 
and reproduced by one subject. This reproduced form was 
given to another subject, who also reproduced it from 
memory. In such a way the reproduced material was passed 
on from subject' to subject and each of them was 
instructed in the same way. The results indicated that 
human memory is subject to error, and a lot of it is 
distorted or wrong so far as actual facts are concerned. 
The individual adds certain other details from his 
memory to fill up the vacuum created by forgotten 
material. 
Working on the same lines Markus (1977) defined 
self-schemata as "cognitive generalizations about the 
self, derived from past experiences, that organize and 
guide the processing of the self-related informaz ion 
contained in an individual's social experience" (p.64). 
Markus examined the role of self-schemata in processing 
information about the self by linking self-schemata to a 
number of specific empirical referents. Using a series 
of measurements, female students were categorized into 
schematics and aschematics. Schematics were those who 
r 
ra ted themselves as exfijpfji^Vjfil^tafCveral dependence items 
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and viewed dependence as an important part of their 
self. Aschematics were those who were midrange on 
dependence and low on important ratings, representing Ss 
who did not have dependence in their general concept of 
self. Markus found that schematics and aschematics 
showed differences in the manner they processed personal 
data. For example, schematics were more resistant to 
incorrect personal information than were aschematics. 
These data suggest that the traits, such as those found 
in the self, serve an important function in processing 
certain kind of information. 
Using a recognition memory task Cantor and Mischel 
(1977), tested the proposition that traits function as 
prototype. In this study subjects were shown a series 
of statements representing introversion. Afterwards, 
these statements were mixed up with some new introvert 
statements shown originally. The findings indicated that 
subjects tended to misidentify some of the new items as 
having been original statements. This suggests that 
traits are implicated in information-processing 
functions. They appear to be involved in the 
organization, storage and retrieval of personality 
related information. 
Rogers, Kuiper and Kirker (1977) postulized that 
self is an extremely active and powerful agent in the 
organization of the person's world. They conducted the 
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Study to determine the relative strength of self-
reference as an agent in the processing of people-
related information. Subjects were given four tasks of 
rating adjectives designed to test. Structural, 
Phonemic, Semantic and Self-reference encoding. In two 
experiments, identical recall of the rated words 
indicated that adjectives rated under the self-reference 
tasks were recalled the best. These results indicate 
that self-reference is a powerful encoding process. As 
an aspect of human information processing system, the 
self appears to function as a superordinate schema that 
is deeply involved in the processing, interpretation and 
memory of personal information. 
Realizing the effectiveness of schema in 
processing self-related information Kuiper and Rogers 
(1979) carried out a study to explore the kinds of 
structures that are involved in processing information 
about others and about oneself. They were interested in 
the question Whether these "other structures" are any 
different from the "self-schema". Undergraduate students 
were asked to make self-referent ("describe you?") or 
other-referent ("describe experimenter?") ratings of 
personal adjectives. The data were collected by 
conducting five separate experiments: (a&b) self-other 
recall differences using individual and group method; 
(c) a closer look at the process differences; (d) 
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familiarity of other-target; (e) intentional vs. 
accidental recall. An analysis of rating times (RTs) 
showed that only adjectives with long rating times were 
recalled for the unknown-other-referent tasks (Exp.2&3). 
In contrast, the recalled words for the self-referent 
task had very short RTs. All five experiments indicated 
that self-referent decisions were easier and produced 
more confidence in the given response. The recall 
results from the five studies also support the 
contention that self-and-other-referent decisions 
represent different processes. Thus supporting self as 
a distinct cognitive schema. 
Hull and Levy (1979) proposed a model that defines 
the essential functions of self-awareness in terms of 
the cognitive organization or encoding of information 
according to its self-relevance. They postulated that 
self-awareness corresponds to the encoding of 
information in terms of its relevance for the self and 
as such directly entails a greater responsibility to the 
self-relevant aspects of the environment. Situationally, 
this level of encoding may be a consequence of the 
nature of the assigned task, the specific instructions, 
or the presence of self-symbolic cues (eg., mirrors, 
videotapes, and audiotape recordings) . Dispositionally, 
it may represent either a general propensity on the part 
of the individual or a by-product to more elaborate 
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cognitive structures corresponding a relationship 
between the self and the event. 
Hull and Levy presented three experiments in 
support of the proposed encoding model. The first 
experiment used an incidental memory paradigm to 
demonstrate that self-awareness is associated with a 
particular encoding depth. The remaining two experiments 
were based on self-awareness paradigm proposed by Duval 
and Wickland (1972) to demonstrate that self-criticism 
and self-attribution are not characteristics of self-
awareness per se, but rather depend on aspects of the 
immediate situation. They suggested that self-awareness 
phenomena are a function of particular form of 
informational coding rather than the attentional 
activation of self-evaluative process. On the basis of 
findings, they concluded that the effect of self-
awareness should not be defined by the operation of a 
particular form of self-regulative process, but rather 
must be defined in terms of its broader function of 
organising the individual's understanding of social 
environments. 
Bower and Gilligan (1979) found that relating a 
word to the concept of one's self resulted in better 
recall than did relating a word to the concept of some 
other less well known person. They presented trait words 
to subjects in two conditions: in condition I, subjects 
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were asked to think of a personal experience which 
exemplified the trait presented; while in condition II, 
they were asked to decide whether the trait adjectives 
were descriptive of themselves or not. The results 
revealed that recall in both conditions was the same. In 
addition, Bower and Gilligan found that 9 out of 10 
subjects in the II condition thought of a specific 
autobiographical incident to support or refute a trait 
as self-descriptive. This result implies that subjects 
use their memory of personal episodes while making self-
reference judgements. On the basis of results, Bower and 
Gilligan proposed that good memory depends upon relating 
the presented words to a well-differentiated structure, 
and in the self-reference task, the concept of the self-
represents such a structure. 
Lord (1980) wrote a paper on the two modes of 
processing social information, ie., images and schemas. 
To test these informational structures he performed two 
parallel experiments. In the first experiment, subjects 
who were asked to decide whether various trait 
adjectives described either themselves or other people 
showed superior subsequent recall for the self-referent 
words. In the second experiment, subjects who were asked 
to form mental images of either themselves or other 
people interacting with various concrete objects showed 
inferior subsequent recall for the self-referent words. 
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These divergent results and several current findings 
suggest that schemas and images may involve different 
cognitive principles and constitute two separate models 
of processing social information. 
Markus et al. (1982) examined the information 
processing consequences of self-schemas about gender in 
two studies. Individuals identified as feminine 
schematics remembered more feminine than masculine 
attributes, endorsed more feminine qualities, and 
required less time for "me" judgements and showed more 
confidence. These individuals were able to supply more 
examples of past feminine behaviour than masculine 
behaviour. A parallel pattern of results was found for 
masculine stimuli for those individuals identified as 
masculine schematics. In contrast, subjects identified 
as androgynous recalled feminine and masculine 
attributes in equal quantity. A careful comparison of 
androgynous subjects shows that only the low androgynous 
should be considered aschematic with respect to gender. 
Overall, the findings suggest that individuals differ 
markedly in the nature of their knowledge structures 
about gender and in how gender is integrated into the 
self-concept. 
Higgings, King and Mavin (1982) examined in two 
studies the role of individual differences in construct 
accessibility in subjective impression and recall of 
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other. In the first session of each study, subjects' 
accessible traits were elicited by asking them to list 
the characteristics of different people. In the second 
session subjects read an essay describing behaviour of a 
target person. The essay contained both accessible 
trait-related information and inaccessible trait-related 
information for each subject. Both studies found that 
subject deleted significantly more inaccessible trait-
related information than accessible trait-related 
information in their impressions and in their 
reproductions of the target information. This effect was 
evident even after a gap of two weeks. Findings also 
suggest that perceivers low in cognitive differentiation 
may not show a construct-accessibility effect when 
forming impressions of others. 
In an other study Ferguson, Rule and Carlson 
(1983) investigated whether evaluation was an important 
dimension underlying the influence of a well organized 
Schemata on the encoding and retrieval of personally 
relevant information. Participants were asked to decide 
whether the positive or negative trait adjectives 
presented to them (a) described themselves, a well 
liked, disliked, or neutral person, or (b) were 
desirable, imaginable, meaningful, or familiar. The 
results indicated that better memory was found for trait 
adjectives rated for their descriptiveness of the self 
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and for well-liked others (eg., friends, parents) than 
for their descriptiveness of people towards whom 
subjects may have felt relatively indifferent. 
Bellezza (1984) examined the hypothesis that the 
self-reference effect occurs because the self provides a 
set of organized internal cues in the form of personal 
experience that can mediate recall, and that 
constructibility and associability of internal cues are 
also important for recalling self-relevant material. In 
the personal experience condition subjects had to relate 
trait words to some personal experience and in the body 
condition they were asked to relate the trait words to a 
part of their body (Experiment.1). Subjects used a five 
point rating scale to indicate how easy it was to relate 
each presented trait word to a personal experience, or 
to body parts. The results indicated that trait words 
were easier to associate with personal experiences, but 
since body parts could be better remembered than self 
experience as internal cues, body parts were more easy 
to recall (Bellezza, 1981). 
In experiment 2, he presented concrete nouns 
rather than trait words with the expectation that if 
only trait words are differentially processed by the 
self-schema, then the associability of personal 
experience and body parts with respect to concrete nouns 
should be similar. Results revealed that the recall of 
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concrete nouns was appropriately equal in both the 
conditions; however, the subjects were able to relate 
the presented nouns to personal experiences more easily 
than to the body parts. This greater associability, 
however, was offset by the finding that reliability of 
the retrieval (constructibility) of the body parts was 
greater (.73 as compared to .54 for personal experiences) 
The high associability of personal experiences was 
balanced by their lower constructibility, so that recall 
in both conditions was virtually the same. Bellezza 
concluded that mnemonic properties of the internal cues 
(ie., constructibility and associability) are important 
for self-reference, and that these properties can vary 
independently according to the learning task and the 
material used. 
Greenwald and Banaji (1989) proposed a research 
model of the process by which personal and social 
knowledge serves as a nucleus around which new knowledge 
is easily accumulated. In four experiments, subjects 
were asked to produce friends' names and then construct 
sentences, each including a name together with an 
assigned target noun. Unexpected recall tests showed 
greater, superior memory for target nouns used in 
sentences with own friends' (self-generated) names as 
compared to nouns used in sentences with others' 
friends' (other-generated) names. Computer analysis of 
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experiments 3 and 4 supported the assumption that the 
effect of the procedure of self-generation or free 
recall of target nouns is mediated by retrieval of self-
generated names with which the nouns are sentence-
paired. The cumulative results indicate that mnemonic 
effects associated with the self can be understood in 
terms of familiar, ordinary memory process. In short, 
the study suggested that self is a unique cognitive 
structure having extraordinary mnemonic capabilities, on 
the other hand, the self is also an ordinary knowledge 
structure, although it may have some memory favouring 
properties in a large degree. 
Neimeyer and Rareshide (1991) conducted a study to 
explore the relationship between identity development 
4 
and personal memory recall. They hypothesized that the 
transition in identity formation should influence recall 
of personal memories and the impact of that recall on 
self-perception. Following Marcia's (1966) paradigm, a 
sample of 71 people falling into one of four identity 
statuses (diffused, foreclosed, moratorium, and 
achieved) were identified on the basis of scores on 
extended version of the objective measure of identity 
statuses. These subjects later completed a computer-
interactive memory paradigm that manipulated the recall 
of memories that were either congruent or incongruent 
with subjects' self-perceptions. As predicted, it was 
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found that more committed identity status group 
demonstrated greater recall of personal memories and the 
impact of that recall on self-perceptions varied as a 
function of memory congruence. The overall results of 
this study provide tentative evidence concerning the 
relationship between ego identity development and 
personal memory recall. 
Almost all the studies discussed above support the 
view that information which is consistent with one's 
self-schemata is recalled more easily and accurately 
than inconsistent information. 
While concluding the review of studies on hardy 
personality and the memory of past events we can draw 
certain general conclusions which not only provide 
rationale for the present study but also suggest as to 
how the study of physiological factors associated with 
health and illness can be advanced. One is at lost to 
observe that not much attention is paid to life 
experiences that make a person more capable of 
effectively coping with stressful situations of life 
thus making him less susceptible to illness. The 
proposed study is expected to make some contribution 
toward understanding the formation of hardy personality 
and/or its components. It has also been noted that 
measurement of hardiness by using existing instrument is 
also problematic. A number of studies have shown that 
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the three components of hardiness are not equally-
effective predictors of health. The concept of hardiness 
is to be elaborated so that it may be placed in a net-
work of psychological factors found or suggested to have 
important role in studying stress and health related 
problems. 
CHAPTER-III 
METHOD OF STUDY 
Assuming that an individual's past has a bearing 
on his present self-concept, the focus of the study is 
to explore a relationship between hardiness and recall 
of past memories. To meet this objective the following 
methodology was adopted: 
Seunple 
The sample drawn fcr the study originally 
comprised of 116 students of the various faculties of 
Aligarh Muslim University. The age of the students 
varied from 16-25 years. Both male and female students 
belonging to middle or upper-middle class families were 
selected. Thus, the sample was matched with respect to 
socio-economic status and class. 
Data Collection 
To collect relevant data subjects' level of 
hardiness was assessed and a format was employed to 
collect memories of past events. 
The short version of Hardiness Scale developed by 
S.C. Kobasa and S.R. Maddi, 1982) was used to assess the 
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hardiness level of the subjects. The original Hardiness 
Scale (the long form) was composed of the six subscales: 
the dimension of commitment was measured by the 
Alienation From Work and Alienation From Self Scales 
(Maddi, Kobasa & Hoover, 1979); control was measured by 
the External Locus of Control Scale (Rotter, Seaman & 
Liverant, 1962) and the Powerlessness Scale (Maddi, 
Kobasa and Hoover, 1979); the component of challenge was 
measured by the Security Scale of the California life 
Goals Evaluations Schedules (Hahn, 1966) and the 
Cognitive Structure Scale of the Personality Research 
Form (Jackson, 1974) . Later on, Kobasa and Maddi 
conducted a principal component factor analysis for 
developing a more refined and shorter composite measure. 
This scale contains 12,16 and 8 items, for measuring 
commitment, control and challenge, respectively. Kobasa 
and Maddi, stated that the scale has a correlation of 
.89 with full scale and shows a reliability (coefficient 
(Alpha) of .86. Hull et al. (1987) also reported a 
correlation of .76 between 36 item revised Hardiness 
Scale and its original form. 
Scoring, Reliability and Validity 
The responses of the subjects on the Hardiness 
Scale were collected on a 4 points scale ranging from 
'not at all true' to 'completely true'. The response 
categories were assigned codes 1,2,3,4, respectively. 
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The short form of control scale included in the 
questionnaire contains both 4-points and 2-points 
response items. The simple summation of these items 
would result in the overweighting of the 4-points items. 
Therefore, to avoid the confusion the responses to items 
of the control scale were coded to have the same range 
as items from the other scales. That is, the subjects 
either received '1' or M' for their responses to this 
scale. Thereafter, the raw scores on the sub scales were 
converted into z scores. 
Since the Items on the scales are negatively keyed 
for hardiness, subjects falling in upper thirds (+3) 
were identified as low hardy and Ss falling in lower 
thirds (-3) were put in the category of high hardy 
individuals. The subjects who got a score equal to zero 
were dropped from the sample. In this way the sample 
size was reduced to 97 subjects only. 
Previous research has identified hardiness as 
multidimensional phenomenon and recommended studying the 
independent effects of its components on certain 
variable. We also found a low coefficient of correlation 
among commitment, control and challenge and for this 
reason classified the subjects high and low in respects 
93 
of each of the three components. The number of subjects 
falling in different categories are as follows: 
Cominitment Control Challenge 
High = 47 High = 45 High = 45 
Low = 50 Low =45 Low =45 
Recollection of Past Events 
In our study cued recall was preferred over free 
recall because free recall might affect the nature of 
memories recalled. The subjects_were. provided with a 
form consisting of three parts - Narration, Evaluation 
of impact and Frequency of occurrence of the events. The 
form contained the following instructions: 
1. Narrate the event which was instrumental in making 
you a certain kind of person, that is; The events 
which shows that you are fully committed or you are 
not fully committed to whatever you undertake. 
2. Evaluate the contribution of event in making you a 
certain kind of person or the person who is opposite 
of the specific kind on a five point scale ranging 
from very much committed to very much noncommitted 
(2,1,0,-1,-2). 
3. Report the total numbers of similar events you have 
come across with in your life time. 
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In this part the subjects were required to recall 
the events showing both commitment and noncommitment 
with the assumption that, although, people are resistant 
to inconsistent information, they are never totally 
invulnerable to it. The subjects were also requested to 
report events taking place at different age levels so 
that a sufficient number of events could be considered. 
If they would have given free choice they probably might 
have reported only one or two events. 
Same type of instruction were used for the other 
two components viz; control and challenge. Prior to 
recall Subjects were also explained clearly the 
definition and meanings of the three components of 
hardiness and their opposites. 
Ratings of Narrated Events 
The events recalled by the subjects were analyzed 
using a set of content categories. To find how far a 
subject was able to recall the events showing 
Commitment/Noncommitment; Control/Lack of control; 
Challenge/Lack of challenge when they were instructed to 
do so, an objective system of rating was developed for 
each of the three kinds of contents. The scale used for 
rating how far the recalled event is the example of the 
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kind of behavior which a person has narrated is as 
follows: 
2 - Very good example of commitment, control and 
challenge. 
1 - Good example of commitment, control and challenge. 
0 - Irrelevant 
-1 - Good example of noncommitment, lack of control ad 
lack of challenge. 
-2 - Very good example of noncommitment, lack of 
control and lack or challenge. 
To decide whether an event represents this or that 
component of hardiness the following criteria were 
relied upon: 
For the presence of commitment there should be 
(a) An indication of setting goal and planning to 
achieve what one is committed to 
(b) A self statement of involvement 
Non commitment 
(a) Neither indication of setting goal nor the effort to 
achieve it 
(b) Indication of goal but no effort to achieve it 
For the presence of control these should be 
(a) Perception of the event as under full control of the 
person 
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(b) Indication of taking decisions independently and 
having an influence over the outcome of one's 
actions 
Lack of Control 
(a) Relying on others•for important decisions of life 
(helplessness) 
(b) Blaming others for personal failures 
For the presence of challenge there should be 
(a) An indication of not being threatened while facing 
unprecendental happenings 
(b) Showing a desire for novelty 
Lack of Challenge 
(a) Perceiving new situations as threatful 
(b) Having a desire for maintaining status quo 
The event was read out carefully by the 
investigator and if it was found to contain both the 
characteristics of a particular component it was 
considered to be a very good example of that component 
and assigned a rating of 2. On the other hand, if first 
out of two characteristics was found missing, it was put 
in the second category and given a rating of 1. The same 
procedure was adopted for evaluating the events 
indicative of characteristics opposite to hardiness 
components. The only difference was that they were 
assigned a rating equal to -2 or -1 respectively. The 
events which manifested neither presence nor absence of 
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seeking; the other done by the investigator regarding 
the manifestation of relevant content in the narration; 
it was possible to verify how far the ratings of impact 
are based on the manifestation of relevant content. 
Kappa coefficient was used to find the degree of 
agreement between the two sets of ratings. This 
statistic is generally used when the objects are 
assigned into various categories by varied number of 
judges. The Kappa coefficient of agreement is the ratio 
of the proposition of times that the raters agree to the 
maximum proportion of times that the raters could agree. 
CHAPTER-IV 
RESULTS 
The present chapter is devoted to the description 
of the outcome of statistical analysis of the data. 
Using appropriate nonparametric statistical techniques 
described in the third chapter we attempted to determine 
a relationship between the level of hardiness of an 
individual and his past experiences. The following 
results would enable us to predict the role of various 
experiences in the formation of a hardy personality. The 
findings are presented below according to the hypotheses 
of the study in the tables. Before discussing the main 
findings it is better to report the relationship between 
the three components of hardiness. 
Table-1: Intercorrelations of Measures of Commitment, 
Control and Challenge 
N= 116 
Commitment vs. Commitment vs. Control vs 
Control Challenge Challenge 
60 .35 .11 
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Table 1 shows the values of correlations of 
coefficient computed between the components of 
hardiness. The correlation- between the measures of 
commitment and control (r=.60) is quite high. But there 
is considerably low correlation between the measures of 
commitment and challenge (r= .35) ; and a very low 
correlation between the measures of control and 
challenge (r= .11). The results suggest that the measure 
of challenge is not significantly correlated with the 
other two measures. 
Table 2: Comparison of Ratings of Manifested Conuaitment 
and Noncomnitment in the Events Recalled by the Ss High 
and Low On Coininitment Scale 
Frequencies of Manifestation 
Commitment X 
2 1 0 - 1 - 2 
High 14 23 6 4 0 23.25 
Low 0 15 12 9 14 P<.01 
Table 2 shows a comparison of frequencies of 
ratings of manifested commitment and noncommitment in 
the events recalled by high and low committed Ss. The 
value of X^ = 23.25 (P<. 01) suggests that there is a 
significant difference between the two groups which 
implies that high committed Ss have shown a greater 
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manifestation of commitment in their recall as compared 
to low committed Ss who have manifested a greater amount 
of noncommitment in their recall. 
Table 3: Comparison of Ratings of Manifested Control 
and Lack of Control in the Events Recalled by Ss High 
and Low On the Control Scale 
Frequencies of Manifestation 
Control X^ 
2 1 0 - 1 -2 
High 10 21 7 3 4 25.33 
Low 0 11 5 19 14 P<.01 
Table 3 shows a comparison of ratings of 
manifested control and lack of control in the events 
recalled by high and low self controlled Ss. The value 
of X^= 25.33 (P<.01) suggests that Ss high on control 
scale have manifested more feelings of control in their 
recalled events as compared to low control group who has 
manifested greater amount of lack of control. 
Table 4: Comparison of Ratings of Manifested Challenge 
and Lack of Challenge in the Events Recalled by Ss High 
and Low On the Challenge Scale 
Frequencies of Manifestation 
Control X^ 
2 1 0 - 1 - 2 
High 3 26 6 6 0 17.18 
Low I 12 10 18 8 P<.01 
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Table 4 shows a comparison of frequencies of 
ratings of manifested challenge and lack of challenge in 
the events recalled by the Ss who are high and low on 
challenge scale of hardiness. We found a value of Y? = 
17.18 (P<.01) which suggests that Ss high on challenge 
have also shown greater manifestation of challenge in 
the events recalled by them. While Ss low on challenge 
scale have manifested greater amount of lack of 
challenge. 
Table 5: Comparison of Frecjuencies of Evaluated Impact 
Assigned by the Person to Recalled Events Showing 
Commitment and Noncommitment 
Frequencies of Impact 
Commitment X 
2 1 0 - 1 - 2 
High 18 23 3 2 1 17.09 
Low 8 15 6 13 8 P<.01 
Table 5 shows a comparison of frequencies of 
evaluated impact assigned by the Ss to recalled events 
showing commitment and noncommitment. We obtained a 
value of X^ = 17.09 which is significant at .01 level of 
confidence and suggests that Ss high on commitment have 
evaluated greater impact of the event in the direction 
which is congruent to their self-concept. 
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Table 6: Comparison of Frequencies of Evaluated Impact 
Assigned by the Person to Recalled Events Showing 
Control and Lack of Control 
Frequencies of Impact 
Control X^ 
2 1 0 - 1 - 2 
High 7 29 5 2 2 17.12 
Low 8 10 7 19 5 P<.01 
Table 6 shows a comparison between frequencies of 
evaluated impact assigned by the Ss to recalled events 
showing control and lack of cntrol. The value of X = 
17.12 suggests that both the groups differ significantly 
with each other at .01 level of significance. High 
controlled Ss have evaluated greater impact of events in 
making them more capable of exercising control over 
their experiences as compared to low controlled Ss. 
Table 7: Comparison of Frequencies of Evaluated Impact 
Assigned by the Person to Recalled Events Showing 
Challenge and Lack of Challenge 
Frequencies of Impact 
Challenge X^ 
2 1 0 - 1 - 2 
High 8 25 3 3 2 18.89 
Low 5 12 6 18 8 P<.01 
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Table 7 shows a comparison of frequencies of 
evaluated impact assigned by the Ss to recalled events 
showing control and lack of control. In this case we 
found a value of X^ = 18.89 (P< .01) which suggests that 
high challenge Ss have evaluated greater impact of 
events in making them capable of facing challenging 
situations as compared to low challenge Ss. 
Table 8a: Coefficient of Agreement Between the Ratings 
of Impact Assigned to the Recalled Events by the Ss 
High on Hardiness components and the Ratings of 
Manifestation of Relevant Content Assigned by the 
Investigator 
Hardiness : 
Components : 
K= 
Z= 
Ss High on 
Commitment 
.11 
1.57 
Ss High 
Control 
.14 
2.00 
on Ss High on 
Challenge 
.15* 
2.50 
* Significant at .01 level of confidence 
Table 8a shows a low coefficient of agreement 
between the two sets of ratings on the component of 
commitment (K= .11) and on the component of control (K = 
.14). However, there is significant agreement between 
the ratings of impact assigned by the Ss and the 
manifestation of relevant content rated by investigator 
for the the component of challenge (K= .15). 
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Table 8b: Coefficient of Agreement Between the Ratings 
of Impact Assigned to the Recalled Events by the Ss Low 
on Hardiness Components and the Ratings of Manifestation 
of Relevant Content Assigned by Investigator. 
Nonhardiness : 
Components : 
K= 
Z 
Ss Low on 
Commitment 
.32* 
4.96 
Ss Low on 
Control 
.11 
1.57 
Ss Low on 
Challenge 
.19* 
2.95 
* Significant at .01 level of confidence 
Table 8b shows a significant coefficient of 
agreement between the two sets of ratings on the 
components of commitment {K=.32) and challenge (K=.19). 
Low coefficient of agreement is found between the two 
sets of raings for the component of control (K=.ll). 
While comparing the tables 8a and 8b we find that 
Ss low on hardiness components are more aware about 
themselves. The K values obtained for the components of 
commitment and challenge suggest that they have 
manifested more lack of commitment and lack of challenge 
as well as evaluated more impact of these events in 
making them what they are at present. On the other hand 
Ss who are high on hardiness components are not aware 
about, themselves because we got insignificant K values 
on commitment and control. 
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Table 9: Vividness Ratings of Specified Events Recalled 
by Ss High on Commitment, Control and Challenge. 
Levels of 
Vividness 
Ss High on 
Commitment 
Commitment 
Non-Commitment 
Ss High on 
Control 
Control 
Lack of Control 
Ss High on 
Challenge 
Challenge 
Vividly 
Recalled 
Events 
203 
106 
185 
59 
135 
Lack of Challenge 61 
Recalled 
Events 
124 
69 
109 
62 
88 
45 
Partially 
Recalled 
Events 
80 
65 
61 
55 
46 
39 
X2 
4 .9 
20.23 
P<.01 
5.79 
Table-9 shows a comparison of frequencies of 
events reported by Ss high on the measures of hardiness 
components showing commitment, noncommitment, control, 
lack of control and challenge, lack of challenge with 
different levels of vividness. The results show that Ss 
high on commitment scale and Ss high on challenge scale 
do not differ in their capacity to report events with 
different levels of vividness showing commitment and 
noncommitment (x'^=4.9) and challenge and lack of 
challenge (x"^  = 5.79). The only component on which the 
Ss differ in their recall with different levels of 
vividness is control. Ss high on control have shown 
enhanced recall with more vividness showing control as 
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compared to the events showing lack of control (x' 
20.23, P< .01). 
Table 10: Vividness Ratings o£ Specified Events Recalled 
by Ss Low on Coimnitinent, Control and Challenge 
Levels of 
Vividness 
Ss Low on 
Commitment 
Commitment 
Noncommitment 
Ss Low on 
Control 
Control 
Lack of Control 
Ss Low on 
Challenge 
Challenge 
Vividly 
Recalled 
Events 
64 
142 
68 
142 
88 
Lack of Challenge 98 
Recalled 
Events 
50 
63 
53 
77 
64 
91 
Partially-
Recalled 
Events 
42 
19 
32 
38 
42 
52 
x2 
28.48 
P<.01 
4 .96 
1.00 
Table-10 shows a comparison of frequencies of 
events showing commitment, noncommitment; control, lack 
of control and challenge and lack of challenge reported 
by Ss who are low on the measures of hardiness 
components. The results show that low committed Ss have 
reported large number of events with more vividness 
showing noncommitment as compared to commitment showing 
experiences (x^ = 28.48, P<0.1). But at the same time Ss 
low on control scale and Ss low on challenge scale were 
not found to differ in their capacity to report events 
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with different levels of vividness showing control and 
lack of control {x^=4.96), and challenge and lack of 
challenge (x^ = 1.00). 
Table 11: Vividness Ratings of Specified Events 
Recalled by Ss High and Low on Conanitment, Control and 
Challenge. 
Levels of 
Vividness 
Vividly 
Recalled 
Events 
Recalled 
Events 
Partially X' 
Recalled 
Events 
Ss High on 
Commitment 
Commitment 2 03 
Ss Low on 
Commitment 
Commitment 64 
124 
50 
80 
42 
4.71 
Ss High on 
Control 
Control 
Ss low on 
Control 
Control 
185 
68 
109 
53 
61 
32 
2.59 
Ss High on 
Challenge 
Challenge 135 
Ss Low on 
Challenge 
Challenge 88 
88 
64 
46 
42 
1.78 
This table gives a comparison of frequencies of 
events showing commitment, control and challenge with 
different levels of vividness reported by Ss high and 
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low on the these components. On all the three 
components the two groups not found to differ 
significantly with each other. 
Table 12: Vividness Ratings of Specified Events Recalled 
by SB High and Low on Commitments, Control and Challenge. 
Levels of 
Vividness 
Vividly 
Recalled 
Events 
Recalled 
Events 
Partially 
Recalled 
Events 
Ss High on 
Commitment 
noncommitment 106 
Ss Low on 
Commitment 
noncommitment 142 
69 
63 
65 
19 
30.17 
P > .01 
Ss High on 
Control 
Lack of Control 59 
Ss low on 
Control 
Lack of Control 142 
62 
77 
55 
38 
24 .71 
P < .01 
Ss High on 
Challenge 
Lack of 
Challenge 
Ss Low on 
Challenge 
Lack of 
Challenge 
61 
98 
45 
91 
39 
52 
2.30 
Table 12 shows a comparison of frequencies of 
events reported by Ss high and low on all the three 
110 
components showing noncommitment, lack of control and 
lack of challenge with different levels of vividness. 
The results show that Ss low and high on commitment 
scale and Ss low and high on control scale significantly 
differ with each other in their capacity to report 
events with different levels of vividness showing 
noncommitment (x^  = 30.17, P <.01) and lack of control 
(x^  = 24.71; P < .01). However, Ss high and low on 
challenge scale were not found to differ in their 
capacity to recall events showing lack of challenge with 
more vividness as the obtained value of x''=2.30 could 
not reach to the level of significance. 
CHAPTER-V 
DISCUSSION 
The purpose of the present study was to find what 
kind of experiences a person had in his previous life 
that led him to imbibe the characteristics of a hardy 
person - commitment, self-control and preference for 
challenge: instead of treading a well defined and 
invariable path of life. The best method to conduct such 
a study is the longitudinal study following a group of 
children over a number of years and to keep systematic 
record of the situations that they encountered and the 
way they dealt with in the situations. However, 
longitudinal study requires a lot of resources and there 
are certain well-known practical difficulties in 
conducting longitudinal study. One has to find some 
alternative approach to iiscover the formulative 
experiences of more hardy or less hardy persons. The 
alternative approach which has been preferred in the 
present study is to make use of individual's recall of 
past events. Before one makes use of past events for the 
study of personality development one has to answer the 
fundamental query, are events recalled by an individual 
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which took place at certain point of time were actual 
happenings? If they are not the actual happenings 
whether the description of what is supposed to happen in 
life has the substance revealing existing personality 
disposition? In this regard two viewpoints are broadly 
considered. One reflects that what is reproduced is 
actual recollection of whatever has happened in life. 
Such memories remain highly accurate for years and can 
be reproduced without error (Barcelay and Wellman, 
1986) . The other viewpoint reflects the constructive 
nature of past memories. Theorists of this tradition 
assume that people revise their past in the context that 
is relevant to their self-concept (Bartlett, 1932; 
Neisser, 1981; Greenwald, 1980; Ross, 1989) . Recall is 
constructive in that people's current beliefs, knowledge 
and perspectives can influence which episodes they 
retrieve from memory and how they interpret that 
information. A cognitive structure namely, self-schemata 
(Markus, 1977) is necessarily involved in processing 
this information. Relying on the constructivists view we 
can assume that hardy and nonhardy individuals will 
retrieve information that is congruent to their present 
personality concept and their recollections will reflect 
their current beliefs and knowledge. We also believe 
that continuous experience of similar events must have 
strengthened their self-schemata which carry information 
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about commitment, control and challenge seeking 
behaviour. 
Before analyzing the memory data it was necessary 
to examine the degree of relationship between measures 
of commitment, control and challenge dimensions of 
hardiness. Because most of the previous researches have 
shown that these measures are not highly correlated 
among themselves, hence should be studied separately 
(Ganellen and Blaney, 1984; Hull et al., 1987; Funk and 
Houston, 1987) . This was also found to be true in our 
case. From table 1, one can see that we have also 
obtained a low relationship between the measures of 
three components. The only significant relationship 
obtained is between the measures of commitment and 
control. The measure of challenge has a low correlation 
with the measures of commitment and control. This 
finding suggests that challenge is a weak component of 
hardiness. Some previous research findings have also 
shown that this component has no effect on health 
outcomes (Kobasa, 1982b; Rich an Rich, 1985; Schlosser 
and Sheeley, 1985) and has even opposite effects 
(Kobasa, 1980). This was the reason that we studied past 
memories in relation to each of the three components. 
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Keeping in view all these viewpoints following 
hypotheses were formulated and tested: 
(1) Ss high on commitment, control and challenge 
will recall past experiences showing 
commitment, control and challenge. 
(2) Ss low on commitment, control and challenge 
will recall events showing noncommitment, 
lack of control and absence of challenge. 
C ) Ss high on three components of Hardiness 
Scale, as compared to the Ss low on these 
components, will assign a higher rating to 
the past events in respect of inculcating in 
them the traits of commitment, control and 
preference for challenge. 
(4) The level of vividness and the number of past 
events indicating commitment, control and 
challenge will be higher for hardy Ss. 
(5) The level of vividness and the number of past 
events indicating noncommitment, lack of 
control and absence of challenge will be 
higher for nonhardy Ss. 
Let us discuss the predicted and obtained results 
in the light of various theories of personal memories. 
The results of the first two hypotheses shown in table 
2-4 are in total confirmation of our expectations. 
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Systematic differences are observed among the two groups 
of Ss in respect of manifestations of the hardiness 
characteristics. As pointed out earlier, an objective 
system of content analysis was developed to rate the 
manifestations of the three components of hardiness. Ss 
high on commitment, control and challenge subscales have 
manifested a greater amount of commitnent, control and 
challenge in their narrations; groups low on these 
subscales have manifested a greater amount of traits 
which are characteristics of their personality. This 
finding is in agreement of the previous work which has 
clearly demonstrated that recall of self-related trait 
labels is much better than recall of trait labels that 
are not self-descriptive (Bartlett, 1932; Bower and 
Gilligan, 197S; Cantor and Mischel, 1977; Ferguson, Rule 
and Carlson, 1983; Cantor and Mischel, 1977; Ferguson, 
Rule and Carlson, 1983; Markus, 1977; Markus and Sentis, 
1980; Regers et al. , 1977). Thus we can conclude that 
hardy Ss from the very beginning have acquired 
competence in dealing with external reality; have 
learned to exert control over things and are not 
threatened while facing challenging situations; on the 
contrary, low hardy Ss from early days of their lives 
display a great deal of alienation, have an external 
locus of control and a tendency to view change as 
undesirable. 
116 
The results of the third hypothesis are shown in 
tables 5-7. This hypothesis was totally confirmed as 
more hardy Ss evaluated a greater impact of hardiness 
related events in making them committed, self-
controlled, and challenge seeking; Ss low on hardiness 
components assigned lesser ratings to the impact of 
events recalled by them. One promising line of research 
that addresses the impact of personal recollections on 
contemporary self-construction is the recent work of 
Ross and Conway (1988) who deduced evidence in support 
of the position that recollection of a person confirms 
or disconfirms a self-image whether it is positive or 
negative. Therefore, the impact of autobiographical 
recollections that confirm or disconfirm positive or 
negative self-perceptions should vary directly with 
personality styles. Our finding supports this view as 
we found that both hardy and nonhardy Ss differentially 
evaluated the impact of their recollections on their 
personality development. This result is also in 
confirmation with the finding of Neim.yer and Rareshide 
(1991) who found that congruent recall supports existing 
self-perceptions. 
In an effort to test the degree of awareness 
regarding their selves among the two groups of Ss we 
also calculated coefficient of agreement between the two 
sets of ratings (one assigned by the investigator for 
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the degree of manifestation of the relevant content and 
the other by the Ss to the evaluated impact of those 
events in inculcating in them the traits of commitment, 
control and challenge). The purpose was to examine 
whether the Ss have manifested as much of commitment, 
control and challenge in their narrations as they 
evaluated its impact. We found that Ss high on 
commitment, Ss high on control and Ss low on control 
dimensions do not seem to be much aware about themselves 
because there is less agreement between the two sets of 
ratings on these dimensions. The findings of this 
analysis do not imply that the recall of events was not 
self-consistent because the findings of the first three 
hypotheses have demonstrated that Ss narrated events 
which were found to be congruent with their self-
concepts. Further, these events have contributed in 
making them hardy or nonhardy. While interpreting this 
finding we should keep in mind that rating scale was a 
five-point rating scale (2,1,0,-1,-2). The investigator 
and the subject assigned different ratings to a 
particular event but in the same direction, that is, 
very much committed, (2) committed (l),and very capable 
(2) , capable (1) . Similarly in the case of low control 
group in most of the cases the ratings were assigned at 
the right extreme of the rating scale that is, very much 
incapable (-2), incapable (-1). The association between 
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manifestation of relevant content in the recalled event 
and impact of the event rated by the subject was found 
to be significant when the data were recasted in a 
contingency table having three columns and three rows, 
that is, collapsing the two positive categories (+2,+l) 
into a single category and similarly combining two 
negative categories (-2,-1) into one category. The same 
kind of exercise was done for rated impact of the event. 
For high committed group the value of C in 3x3 
contingency table is found to be .45. This value is 
significant as indicated by the corresponding value of 
X^ (12.05 P <.05). For high controlled group the value 
of C is .42 which is also significant as is the 
corresponding value of X^ (9.68 P < .05). Similarly, in 
the case of low controlled group the value of X (32.41) 
corresponding to the C of .63 is highly significant at 
.01 level of significance. In spite of that in the case 
of less hardy group the significant agreement between 
the two raters on two components suggests that less 
hardy people truly acknowledge their shortcomings and 
incapabilities in their dealings with their 
environments. An important observation of the present 
study is that the Ss' estimate of impact of an event is 
usually lesser than the extent of manifestation of the 
hardiness component in the recalled event as rated by 
the investigator. 
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The last two hypotheses were formulated regarding 
individuals' own assessment of frequency and vividness 
of relevant past experiences. The Ss were requested to 
report events showing both commitment and noncommitment 
and the like. Our expectations were based on the 
rationale that self-schemata are built up from cognitive 
representations of past experiences. As individuals 
accumulate repeated experiences of a certain type, their 
self-schemata become increasingly resistant to 
inconsistent or contradictory information, although they 
are not totally invulnerable to it (Markus, 1977) . 
These hypotheses could be confirmed partially as is 
evident from the results presented in tables 9-12. 
First of all let us consider the component of 
commitment, the most dominant characteristic of hardy 
personality. We expected that high committed group will 
show an enhanced and vivid recall for commitment showing 
experiences as compared to less committed group who was 
expected to do its opposite. The results revealed a 
picture contrary to our hypothesis. High committed 
group found to have experienced events showing both 
commitment and noncommitment in equal number whereas low 
committed group has shown a greater and vivid memory for 
experiences that support their existing self-schemata. 
While interpreting the first finding we should keep in 
mind that data were collected on student community. 
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Young students in our culture despite their sincere 
attitude towards studies are as frequently criticized as 
they are praised. According to recent theory of social 
construct accessibility (Higgins and King, 1981, Wyer 
and Srull, 1981), the more frequently a construct is 
activated the more accessible it should become and the 
larger the increase in accessibility should persist. It 
explains our finding to some extent in that the memories 
of happenings which were not consistent to their self-
concept became accessible to them beside experiences 
where their behaviour was the example of commitment. One 
more reason may be that hardys are more information 
oriented (open to experience) individuals and can 
process with equal effectiveness both confirmatory or 
disconfirmatory information. Beside recalling a large 
number of noncommitment showing events, less committed 
Ss also showed slightly greater recall for commitment 
showing events. We understand that it may be due to 
social influence on recall. In order to create an 
impression to influence others people sometimes construe 
stories in an endeavour to command the respect of their 
listeners or readers (Ross & Buehler, 1994) . 
On the component of control we also have got a 
mixed pattern of results. High control group has 
reported a larger frequency of vivid events showing an 
internal locus of control as compared to events 
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involving situations in which they perceived to be 
helpless. This suggests that hardy Ss have experienced 
situations in which they were able to feel and act in an 
influential manner or were able to change the situation 
through the exercise of imagination, knowledge, skill 
and choice. This finding is in total agreement of the 
finding of Rogers et al. (1977), who observed that self-
related information is processed more readily at the 
time of recall. However, when we see table 10-11 we 
find that low control group has shown greater and vivid 
recall of both kinds of events, those showing control 
and also those showing lack of control. Moreover, they 
did not differ with the other group in the recall of 
control related events. This finding raises doubts 
concerning the finding that high control group recalled 
greater number of events showing control, but there is 
some evidence that people deny their past failures and 
prefer to believe that they have control over events in 
their lives (e.g., Langer, 1975; Lefcourt, 1973; 
Seligman, 1975) . In any case it will not be justified 
to conclude that both high and low control groups have 
recalled equal number of events involving a sense of 
mastery over their environments because low control 
group has also shown an enhanced memory for events 
showing a sense of helplessness and indecisiveness. 
They allow external forces to impinge upon them and do 
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not try to transform the events by taking decisive 
actions which makes them vulnerable to disease. 
The results of the third component (challenge) are 
in total contradiction with our hypothesis. Neither high 
nor low groups on this dimension of hardiness differ 
significantly with each other and among themselves in 
their recall of events involving acceptance and 
avoidance of new situation equally well. This lack of 
selectivity can be interpreted as indicating that these 
individuals do not categorize their behaviour in 
responding to challenging situations. It could be said, 
however, that instead of showing preference for one kind 
of information they have a schema about themselves 
encompassing elements of behaviour which involves both 
enjoying and avoiding new situations depending on the 
demands of that situation (Markus, 1977). It is also to 
be pointed out here that the component of challenge was 
not found to affect health outcomes (Kobasa, 1982b; Rich 
& Rich, 1985; Schlosser and Sheeley, 1985). This finding 
suggests that Ss high and low on challenge scale have a 
history to behave in an inconsistent manner regarding 
this component. Sometimes they perceive change as an 
opportunity for growth and other times as a threat to 
security. As a result, at the time of recall they are 
not able to categorize their behaviour and respond in a 
mixed way. 
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While concluding the discussion of the findings of 
the study it is to be observed that people construct and 
group their memories into conceptually distinct 
categories. The nature of memories recalled and the 
impact of that recall on self-perceptions varied with 
the degree of hardiness an individual possesses. So far 
as actual recall is concerned people preferred to recall 
events that best characterize their present self-
concepts. They also evaluated a greater impact of those 
events in making them committed, self-control and 
challenge seeking. However, the findings of the last two 
hypotheses could not be totally confirmed. We presume 
that it happened due to certain methodological 
difficulties. One is that Ss were not asked to narrate 
all the events which they claimed to have remembered. 
They were rather asked to count total number of specific 
events and write their number against each age level. 
Had we collected data by conducting interview using free 
recall method we could explain our finding in a better 
way. Given that interviews provide an opportunity to 
clarify responses and to probe for events that may have 
been forgotten but are the examples of our interest. 
The other problem is that the data were collected with 
the instructions to Ss to report events illustrating the 
specific aspects of hardiness. There is no way to 
determine whether the memories represent specific 
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categories of hardiness characteristics or were the 
examples of general happenings. 
There are good reasons for coming to the 
conclusions that actual narrations of personal memories 
have their implications in the formation of a 
personality and can be used for clinical purpose to 
assess the personality hardiness. At the same time we 
suggest that one has to be cautious while interpreting 
the results of this study. Due to nature of data any 
interpretation regarding developmental progression of 
personal memory recall must await further research, 
which must continue to strengthen the link between 
hardiness and personal memory recall. 
CHAPTER-VI 
SUMMARY 
The present study was conducted to know whether an 
individual's past experiences play a formulative role in 
his development into a hardy/nonhardy person. While the 
best approach for the kind of research was to conduct 
longitudinal studies, we made use of memories of the 
experiences undergone by more hardy or less hardy 
persons for the formation of his personality. 
The term hardiness was introduced by Kobasa (1979) 
to define the personality style of those who remain 
healthy despite stressful circumstances of life. It was 
identified as a moderator variable that affects the way 
one reacts to stress. According to Kobasa hardy persons 
have three general characteristics which make them 
stress-resistant. First, they show higher levels of 
commitment - deeper involvement in whatever they do and 
stronger tendencies to perceive such activities as worth 
doing. Second, they tend to view change as a challenge -
an opportunity for growth and development - rather than 
as a threat or burden. Third, hardy persons have a 
stronger sense of control over events in their lives 
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they experience. Together, these characteristics 
mitigate the unhealthy effects of stress and prevent the 
organismic strain that often leads to illness. On the 
other hand, nonhardy persons are hypothesized to display 
alienation, an external locus of control and a tendency 
to view change as undesirable. A great deal of both 
prospective and retrospective research indicates that 
hardy individuals can withstand the adverse situations 
of life without manifesting the elevated illness scores 
that their nonhardy counterparts show. 
Past research has shown that there is a 
relationship between personality and early memories. 
Moreover, past memories of a person provide a rich 
source of information that can be helpful to study his 
present behaviour. Freud (1901) was of the view that 
only screen memories remain available to the persons, 
whose surface features must be analyzed and interpreted 
to reveal the latent memories which they covered. Adler 
(1937) , on the other hand argued that the manifest 
content of early recollections is important as it 
represents the life style adopted by the individual. 
Among constructivist theorists it was Bartlett (1932) 
who advanced the view that individual's recall gets 
influenced by his present frame of reference. He coined 
the term schema to refer to complex internal 
organizations of past reactions and experiences. A 
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number of researchers have noted that information 
relevant to one's self-concept is retained more rapidly 
and accurately than is inconsistent information (Markus, 
1977; Cantor & Mischel, 1977, Markus & Sentis, 1980) . 
The present study is interested in manifest rather 
than latent content of the recalled events. It is 
assumed that the past events recalled by a person are 
the reconstructions of the past events and congruent 
with the present attitudes and future goals. On these 
assumption the following hypotheses were framed. 
(1) Ss high on commitment, control and challenge 
will recall past experiences showing 
commitment, control and challenge. 
(2) Ss low on commitment, control, and challenge 
will recall past experiences showing 
noncommitment, lack of control and absence of 
challenge. 
(3) Ss high on three components of Hardiness 
Scale as compared to the Ss low on these 
components will assign a higher rating to the 
past events in respect of inculcating in them 
the traits of commitment, control and 
preference for challenge. 
(4) The level of vividness and the number of past 
experiences indicating commitment, control 
and challenge will be higher for hardy Ss. 
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(5) The level of vividness and the number of past 
experiences indicating noncommitment, lack of 
control, and absence of challenge will be higher 
for nonhardy Ss. 
METHOD OF STUDY 
Sample 
The sample consisted of 116 male/female students 
of various faculties of Aligarh Muslim University. 
Tools 
To assess hardiness level of the Ss short version 
of Hardiness Scale (Kobasa & Maddi, 1982) was used. A 
format was employed to collect memories of past events 
and their self-evaluated impact. 
Data Collection Procedure 
The Hardiness Scale and the event-format were 
administered to the Ss with appropriate instructions. 
Rating of Narrated Events 
The events recalled by the Ss were analyzed using 
a set of content categories carrying two points each to 
consider the event an example of a specified category. 
Statistical Techniques Used 
One tail K-S test and X"^  was used to calculate the 
significance of difference between hardy and nonhardy Ss 
with respect to the frequencies of events recalled and 
their self-evaluated impact. Kappa coefficient was 
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applied to determine the degree of agreement between two 
sets of ratings assigned to the narrated events. 
RESULTS 
Results confirmed first two hypotheses (tables 2-
4). The value of X obtained for the comparison of the 
ratings of manifestation of relevant content between 
high and low groups on the components of commitment (X 
= 23.25**}, control (x2=25.33**), challenge (x2=i7.18**) 
are highly significant showing that both the groups 
recalled the events having the content congruent with 
their present personality concept. 
Similarly, Ss high on commitment, control and 
challenge have evaluated a greater impact of commitment 
(x2 = i7.09**) , control (x2 = 17.12**) , and challenge 
(X^=18.89 ) showing events in making them hardy 
(tables, 5-7). 
Fourth and fifth hypotheses could be confirmed 
partially (tables, 9-12). Ss high on commitment and 
challenge recalled equal number of events showing both 
commitment/noncommitment (X^=4.9); and challenge/absence 
of challenge (X^=5.79) . Ss high on control recalled a 
higher number of control showing events (X^=20.23**) . 
Ss low on commitment scale recalled a greater 
number of events showing noncommitment (X^ = 28.48**) . 
However, they did not differ in their recall of events 
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showing control/lack of control (X^=4.96); and 
challenge/lack of challenge (X^=1.00). 
Ss high on three components did not differ with 
their counterparts low on these components in their 
recall of events showing commitment (X =4.71), control 
(X^=2.59), and challenge (X^=1.78). 
Ss low on commitment as compared to Ss high on 
commitment and Ss low on control scales as compared to 
Ss high on control scales showed a high and vivid recall 
for events showing noncommitment (X =30.17 ) and lack 
of control (X'^=24.71 ). However, Ss low on challenge 
showed as much recall (X'^  = 2.30) as Ss high on challenge 
scale. 
The findings of the study were discussed in the 
light of constructivists theories proposed by Bartlett 
(1932), Markus (1977) and Neisser (1981). 
REFERENCES 
Adler, A. (1927) . Individual Psychology. London: Kegan 
Paul, French, Frubner & Co. 
Adler, A. (1931) . What life Should wean to you. New 
York: Grosset and Dunlop. 
Alexander, F. (1950). Psychosomatic Medicine. New 
York: Norton. 
Allred, K.D. & Smith, T.W. (1989) . The hardy 
personality: Cognitive and physiological responses 
to evaluative threat. Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology, 56, 257-266. 
Allport, G.W. (1955). Becoming: Basic considerations 
for psychology of personality. New Haven: Conn 
Yale University Press. 
Antonovsky, A. (1974). Conceptual and methodological 
problems in the study of resistance resources and 
stressful life events. In B.S. Dohrenwend & B.P. 
Dohrenwend (Eds.), Stressful life events: Their 
nature and effects. New York: Wiley. 
Antonovsky, A. (1979) . Health, stress and coping. 
Washington: Jossey-Bass. 
Averill, J.R. (1973). Personal control over aversive 
stimuli its relationship to stress. Psychological 
Bulletin, 80, 286-303. 
Bank, G.K. & Gannon, L.R. (1988). The influnece of 
hardiness in the relationship between stressors 
and psychosomatic symptomatology. American 
Journal of Community Psychology, 16, 25-37. 
Barclay, C.R. & Wellman, H.M. (1986) . Accuracies and 
inaccuracies in autobiographical memories. Journal 
of Memory and Language, 25, 93-103. 
Bartlett, F.C. (1932). Remembering: A study in 
experimental and social psychology, Cambridge, 
England: Cambridge University Press. 
132 
Bellezza, F.S. (1981). Mnemonic devices: 
Classification, characteristics, and criteria. 
Review of Educational Research, 51, 247-275. 
Bellezza, F.S. (1984) . The self as a mnemonic device: 
The role of interest cues. Journal of Personality 
and Social Psychology, 47, 506-516. 
Bern, D.J. (1967). Self-perception: An alternative 
interpretation of cognitive dissonance phenomena. 
Psysiological Review, 74, 183-200. 
Bern, D.J. (1972). Self-perception theory. In L. 
Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in experimental social 
psychology (Vol.6). New York: Academic Press. 
Berlyn, D.E., (1964). Novelty, New Society, 87, 23-34. 
Bower, G.H. & Gilligan, S.G. (1979). Remembering 
information related to one's self. Journal of 
Research in Personality, 13, 420-432. 
Breuer, J., & Freud, S. (1895/1955). Studies on 
hysteria. In J. Strachey (Ed. and Trans.), The 
standard edition of the complete psychological 
works of Sigmund Freud (Vol.2), London: Hogarth 
Press. (Original work published, 1895). 
Brookes, F.D. (1937). Child psychology. Cambridge: 
Houghton Mifflin. 
Bruhn, A.R. (1985) . Using early memories as a projective 
technique - The cognitive perceptual method. 
Journal of Personality Assessment, 49, 587-597. 
Bruhn, A.R., & Bellow, S. (1984). Warrior, general, and 
president: Dwight David Eisenhower and his 
earliest recollections. Journal of Personality 
Assessment, 48, 371-377. 
Bruhn, A.R., & Davidow, S. (1983). Earliest memories and 
the dynamics of delinquency. Journal of 
Personality Assessment, 46, 119-127. 
Bruhn, A.R. & Last, J. (1982). Earliest childhood 
memories: Four theoretical perspectives. Journal 
of Personality Assessment 46, 119-127. 
133 
Cantor, N., & Mischel, W. (1977). Traits as prototypes: 
Effects on recognition tnemory. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 35, 38-48. 
Cassel, J. (1976). The contribution of social 
environment to host resistance.American Journal of 
Epidemiology, 104, 107-123. 
Chess, S. (1951). Utilization of childhood memories in 
psychoanalytic theory. Journal of Child 
Psychiatry, 2, 187-197. 
Cohen, S., & Wills, T.A. (1985). Stress, social support 
and the buffering hypothesis. Psychological 
Bulletin, 98, 310-357. 
Colgrove, F.W. (1899). Individual memories. American 
Journal of Psychology, 10, 228-255. 
Colgrove, F.W. (1900) . Memory: An individual study, New 
York; Holt. 
Contrada, R.J. (1989). Type A behaviour, personality 
hardiness, and cardiovascular responses to stress. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 57, 
895-903. 
Cooper, T., Detre, T., and Weiss, S.M. (1981). Coronary 
Prone behaviour and coronary heart disease: A 
critical review. Circulation, 63, 1199-1215. 
Csikszentmihalyi, M. (1975). Beyond boredome and 
anxiety. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
Davidow, S., & Bruhn, A.R. (1990). Earliest memories 
and the dynamics of delinquency: A replication 
study. Journal of Personality Assessment, 54, 6 01-
616. 
Dohrenwend, B.S., and Dohrenwend, B.P. (1974). Stressful 
life events: Their nature and effects. New York: 
Wiley. 
Dudycha, G.J., & Dudycha, M.M. (1933a). Adolescent's 
memories of preschool experiences. Journal of 
General Psychology, 42, 468-480. 
134 
Dudycha, G . J . , & Dudycha, M.M. (1933b). Some f a c t o r s 
and c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of childhood memories. Child 
Development, 4, 265-278. 
Dudycha, G . J . , & Dudycha, M.M. ( 1 9 4 1 ) . C h i l d h o o d 
memor ies . A r e v i e w of t h e l i t e r a t u r e . 
Psychological Bulletin, 38, 668-682. 
Dunbar, H.F. (1943). Psychosomatic diagnosis. New York: 
Harper & Row. 
Duval, S . , Sc Wickland, R.A. (1972 ) . A theory of 
objective self-awareness. New York: Academic 
P r e s s . 
Engel, G.L. (1968) . A l i f e s e t t i n g c o n d u c i v e t o 
i l l n e s s . The g iv ing-up-g iven-up complex. Bulletin 
of the Menninger Clinic, 32, 355-365. 
Engel, G.L. (1980) . The c l i n i c a l a p p l i c a t i o n of t h e 
b i o p s y c h o s o c i a l mode l . American Journal of 
Psychiatry, 137, 535-544. 
Engel, G.L. and Schmale , A.H. (1967) . P s y c h o a n a l y t i c 
t h e o r y of s o m a t i c d i s o r d e r . Journal of the 
American Psychoanalytic Association, 15, 344-363 . 
Ferguson, T . J . , Rule, B.G., & Carlson, D. (1983) . Memory 
f o r p e r s o n a l r e l a t e d i n f o r a m t i o n . Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 44, 251-261 . 
r i s k , D.W. 5c Maddi, S.R. (1961) . Functions of varied 
experience. Homewood, I I I : Dorsey P r e s s . 
F i t z g e r a l d , J .M. ( 1 9 8 6 ) . A u t o b i o g r a p h i c a l memory: A 
d e v e l o p m e n t a l p e r s p e c t i v e . In D. Rubin (Ed.) 
Autobiographical memory. Cambridge, England: 
Cambridge U n i v e r s i t y P r e s s . 
Freud, S. ( 1956 ) . Chi ldhood memories and c o n s e a l i n g 
memories. [In Psychopathology of everyday life] 
(A.A. B r i l l , t r a n s . ) . New York: The New American 
L ib ra ry (Or ig ina l ly pub l i shed in 1901). 
Freud, S. ( 1958 ) . Remembering, r e p e a t i n g and work ing 
through. Standard e d i t i o n . Standard edition, 12. 
London: Hogra th P r e s s ( O r i g i n a l l y p u b l i s h e d , 
1914) . 
135 
Freud, S. (1964) . Leonardo da Vinci and a wewory of his 
childhood. New York: W.W. Norton (Original work 
published, 1910). 
Freud, S. (1971). The infantile neurosis: Genetic and 
dynamic considerations. Psychoanalytic study of 
the child, 26, 79-90. 
Friedman M., and Rosenman, R. (1959). Association of 
specific overt behaviour pattern with blood and 
cardiovascular findings: blood cholestrol level, 
blood clotting time, incidence of arcus senilis, 
and clinical coronary artery disease. Journal of 
the American Medical Association, 169, 1286-1296. 
Fromme, E. (1947) . Man for himself. New York: Holt, 
Rinehart & Winston. 
Funk, S.C. & Houston, B.K. (1987) . A critical analysis 
of the hardiness scale's validity and utility. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychcology, 53, 
572-578. 
Ganellen, R.J., & Blaney, P.H. (1984). Hardiness and 
social support as moderators of the effects of 
life stress. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 47, 156-163. 
Gentry, W.D., & Kobasa, S.C. (1984). Social and 
psychological resources mediating stress-illness 
relationship in humans. In W.D. Gentry (Ed.), 
Handbook of behavioral medicine, New York, 
Guilford Press. 
Glass, D.C. Singer, J.I., & Friedman, L.N. (1969). 
Psychological cost of adaptation to an 
environmental stressor. Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology, 29, 200-210. 
Greenwald, A.G. (1980). The totalitarian ego:Fabrication 
and revision of personal history. American 
Psychologist, 35, 603-618. 
Greenwald, A.G. , & Banaji, M.R. (1989). The self as a 
memory system: Powerful but ordinary Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 51, 41-54. 
136 
Gunderson, E., & Rahe, R (Eds.) (1974). Life Stress and 
illness. Springfield; 111: Charles C Thomas. 
Hahn, M.E. (1966). California Life Goals Evaluation 
Schedule. Palto Alto: Western Psychological 
Services. 
Halverson, C.F. Jr. (1988). Remembering your parents: 
Reflections on the retrospective method. Journal 
of Personality, 56, 435-443. 
Hartmann, H. (1958) . Ego psychology and the problem of 
adoption. New York: International University 
Press. 
Hartmann, H. (1964). Essays on ego psychology. New York: 
International University Press. 
Heidegger, M. (1962). Being and time. New York: Harper & 
Row. 
Henri, V., & Henri, C. (1895). On our earliest 
recollections of childhood. Psychological Review, 
2, 215-216. 
Higgins, E.T., & King, G.A. (1981). Accessibility of 
social constructs: Information processing 
consequences of individual and contexual 
variability. In Cantor & J.F. Kihlstrom (Eds.), 
Personality, cognition and social interaction, 
Hillsdale, N.J., Earlbaum. 
Higgins, E.T., King, G.A,, & Mavin, G.H. (1982). 
Individual construct accessibility and subjective 
impressions and recall. Journal of Personality and 
Social Psycholology, 43, 35-47. 
Holahan, C.J. & Moos, R.H. (1985). Life stress and 
health: Personality, coping and family support in 
stress resistance. J'ournal of Personality and 
Social Psychology, 49, 739-747. 
Holmes, T.H., & Rahe, R.H. (1967). The social 
readjustment rating scale. Journal of 
Psychosomatic Research, 11, 213-218. 
137 
Hull, J.G., & Levy, A.S. (1979). The organizational 
functions of the self: An alternative to the Duval 
and Wickland model of self-awareness. Journal of 
Pereonality and Social Psychology, 37, 756-768. 
Hull, J,G., Treuran, R.R., & Virnelli, S. (1987). 
Hardiness and health: A critique and alternative 
approach. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 53, 518-530. 
Jackson, D.N. (1974). Personality Research Form Manual, 
Goshen, New York: Research Psychologist Press. 
Johnson, J.H. & Sarason, I.G. (1978). Life stress, 
depression and anxiety: Internal-external control 
as a moderator variable. Journal of Psychosomatic 
Research, 22, 205-208. 
Kelly, G.A. (1955). The psychology of personal 
constructs (Vol.1-2), New York: Norton. 
Kihlstrom, J.F. & Harackiewicz, J.M. (1982). The 
earliest recollections: A new survey. Journal of 
Personality, 50, 134-148. 
Kobasa, S.C. (1979). Stressful life events, personality 
and health: An inquiry into hardiness. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 31, 1-11. 
Kobasa, S.C, (1980) . Stress resistance among airmy 
officers. Unpublished manuscript. University of 
Chicago. 
Kobasa, S.C. (1985). Personality and health: Specifying 
and strengthening the cenceptual links. In Phillip 
Shaver (Ed.), Self-situations and social 
behaviour. California: Sage. 
Kobasa, S.C. (1982a). Commitment and coping in stress 
resistance among lawyers. Journal of Personality 
and Social Psychology, 42, 707-717. 
Kobasa, S.C. {1982b). The hardy personality: Toward a 
social psychology of stress and health. In G.S. 
Sanders & J. Sules (Eds.), Social Psychology of 
health and illness (pp.3-32) . Hillsdale, NJ: 
Earlbaum. 
138 
Kobasa, S.C. & Maddi, S.R. (1977). Existential 
personality theory. In R. Corsini (Ed.), Current 
personality theories, Itasca, IL: Peacock. 
Kobasa, S.C, & Maddi, S.R. (1982). Hardiness Scale. As 
cited by Hull, J.G., Treuren, R.R., & Virnelli, 
S., Personal Communication, November 1, 1982. 
Kobasa, S.C, Maddi, S.R., & Courington, S. (1981). 
Personality and constitution as mediators in the 
stress-illness relationship. Journal of Health and 
Social Behaviour, 22, 168-177. 
Kobasa, S.C, Maddi, S.R. & Kahn, S. (1982). Hardiness 
and health. A prospective study. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 42, 168-177. 
Kobasa, S.C, Maddi, S.R., Puccetti, M.C (1982). 
Personality and exercise as buffers in the stress-
illness relationship. Journal of Behavioural 
Medicine, 5, 391-404. 
Kobasa, S.C, Maddi, S.R., Puccetti, M.C. & Zola, M.A. 
(1985). Effectiveness of hardiness, exercise and 
social support as resources against illness. 
Journal of Personality Research, 29, 525-533. 
Kobasa, S.C, Maddi, S.R., & Zola, M.A. (1983). Type A 
and hardiness. Journal of Behavioural Medicine, 6, 
41-51. 
Kobasa, S.C. & Puccetti, M.C. (1983) . Personality and 
social resources in stress resistance. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 45, 839-850. 
Kramer, M., Ornstein, P.H., Whiteman, R.M., & Baldridge, 
B.J. (1967). The contribution of childhood 
memories and dreams to the diagnostic process. 
Comprehensive Psychiatry, 8, 344-374. 
Kuiper, M.A., & Rogers, T.B. (1979). Encoding of 
personal information: Self-other differences. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 37, 
499-534. 
Langer, E.J. (1975). The illusion of control. Journal 
of Personality and Social Psychology, 32, 311-328. 
139 
Langs, R.L., Rothenberg, M.B., Fishman, J.R., Reiser, 
M.F. (1960). A method for clinical and theoretical 
study of the earliest memory. Archives of General 
Psychiatry, 3, 523-534. 
Last, J.M., EL Bruhn, A.R. (1985). Distinguishing child 
diagnostic types with early memories. Journal of 
Personality Assessement, 49, 187-192. 
Lazarus, R.S. (1966). Psychological Stress and Coping 
Process. New York: McGraw Hill. 
Lefcourt, H.M. (1973). The functions of the illusions of 
control and freedom. American Psychologist, 28, 
417-425. 
Lefcourt, H.M. (1976). Locus of control current trend in 
theory and research. Hillsdale, NJ: Earlbaum. 
Lefcourt, H.M. (1980). Locus of control and coping with 
life events. In Staub, E. (Ed.), Personality: 
Basic issues and current research. Englewood 
chffs, NJ: Prentice Hall. 
Lord, C.G. (1980) . Schemas and images as memory aids: 
Two modes of processing social information. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 38, 
257-269. 
Maddi, S.R. (1967). The existential neurosis. Journal of 
Abnormal Psychology, 72, 311-325. 
Maddi, S.R. (1976). Personality theories: A comparative 
analysis (III, ed.), Homewood, III. Dorsey Press. 
Maddi, S.R. & Khoshaba, D.M. (1994). Hardiness and 
mental health. Journal of Personality Assessment, 
63, 265-274. 
Maddi, S.R. Kobasa, S.C, & Hoover, M. (1979). An 
Alienation Test. Journal of Humanistic Psychology, 
19, 73-76. 
Maddi, S.R., Propst, B.S. & Feldinger, I. (1965). Three 
expressions of the need for variety. Journal of 
Personality, 33, 82-98. 
140 
McAdams, D.P. (1989). The development of a nerrative 
identity. In D. Buss & N. Cantor (eds.), 
Personality Psychology: Recent trends and emerging 
directions. New York: Springer-Verlag. 
McCrae, R.R. & Costa, P.T., Jr. (1988). Do parental 
influences matter? A reply to Halverson. Journal 
of Personality, 56, 445-44 9. 
Manning, M.R., Williams, R.F. & Wolfe, D.M. (1988). 
Hardiness and the relationship between stressors 
and outcomes. Work and Stress, 2, 205-216. 
Marcia, J.E. (1966). Development and validation of ego 
identity status. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 3, 551-558. 
Markus, H. (1977). Self-schemata and processing 
information about the self. Journal of Personality 
and Social Psychology, 35, 63-78. 
Markus, H,, Crane, M,, Bernestein, S., & Siladi, M. 
(1982) . Self-schemas and Gender. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 42, 38-50. 
Mayman, M. (1968). Early memories and character 
structure. Journal of Projective Techniques and 
Personality Assessment, 32, 303-316. 
Mayman, M. (1978) . Self-representation, object 
representation, and relationship representation 
in early memories. (Unpublished manuscript/rating 
system). Ann-Arbor: University of Michigan. 
Miles, C. (1893). A study of individual psychology. 
American Journal of Psychology, 6, 534-558. 
Mischel, W. (1981). Personality and cognition: Something 
borrowed, something new? In N. Cantor & J.F. 
Kihlstrom (Eds.), Personality, cognition and 
social interaction. Hillsdale, NJ: Earlbaum. 
Moss, G.E. (1973). Illness, immunity, and social 
interaction. New York: Wiley. 
141 
Mullen, M.K. (1994). Earliest recollections of 
childhood: A demographic analysis. Cognition, 52, 
55-79. 
Neimeyer, G.J., & Rareshide, M.B. (1991). Personal 
memories and personal identity: The impact of ego 
identity development on autobiographical memory 
recall. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 60, 562-569. 
Neisser, U. (1981). John Dean's memory: A case study. 
Cognition, 9, 1-22. 
Nelson, K. (1988) . The ontogeny of memory for real 
events. In U. Neisser & E. Winograd (Eds.), 
Remembering reconsidered: Ecological and 
traditional approaches to the study of memory. New 
York: Cambridge University Press. 
Potwin, E.B. (1901). Study of early memories. 
Psychological Review, 8, 596-601. 
Pressey, S.L., & Kohlen, R.G. (1957). Psychological 
development: Through the life span. New York: 
Haprer & Row. 
Rabkin, J.G., and Struening, E.L. (1976). Life events, 
stress, and illness. Science, 194, 1013-1020. 
Rhodewalt, F. & Agustsdottir, S. (1984). On the 
relationship of hardiness to the type A behavior 
pattern: Perception of life events versus coping 
with life events. Journal of Research in 
Personality, 18, 212-223. 
Rhodewalt, F., & Zone, J.B. (1989). Apparaisal of life 
change, depression, and illness in hardy and 
nonhardy women. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 56, 81-88. 
Rich, V.L., & Rich, A.R. (1985, August). Personality 
hardiness and burnout in female staff nurses. 
Paper presented at the annual convention of the 
American Psychological Association, Los Angeles. 
Rogers, T.B., Kuiper, N.A., & Kirker, W.S., (1977). 
Self-reference and the encoding of personal 
142 
information. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 35, 677-688. 
Ross, M. (1989) . Relation of implicit theories to the 
construction of personal histories. Psychological 
Review, 96, 341-357. 
Ross, M., & Buehler, R. (1994). Creative remembering. In 
Neisser, U. , & Fivush, R. (Eds.), The remembering 
self: Construction and accuracy in the self-
narrative. Cambridge University Press. 
Ross, M. , & Conway, M. (1988). Remembering one's own 
past: The construction of personal histories. In 
R.M. Sorrentino & E.T. Higgins (Eds.), Handbook of 
motivation and cognition: Foundations of social 
behaviour. New York: Guilford. 
Roth, D.L., Wiebe, D.J., Fillingim, R.B., & Shay, K.A. 
(1989) . Life events, fitness, hardiness and 
health: A simultaneous analysis of proposed 
stress-resistance effects. Journal of Personality 
and Social Psychology, 57, 136-142. 
Rotter, J.B., Seeman, M. & Liverant, S. (1962). Internal 
vs. external locus of control of reinforcement: A 
major variable in behaviour theory. In N.F. 
Washburne (Ed.), Decisions, values, and groups. 
London: Pergamon. 
Rubin, D.C. (1986) . Autobiographical memory. Cambridge, 
England: Cambridge University Press. 
Ruesch S. (1948). The infantile personality the core 
problem of psychosomatic medicine. Psychosomatic 
Medicine, 10, 134-149. 
Salcova, I. Sc Sykora, J. (1995). Relation between 
psychological hardiness and physiological 
response. Homeostasis in health and disease, 36, 
30-34. 
Schlosser, M.F., & Sheeley, L.A. (1985, August). The 
hardy personality: Females coping with stress. 
Presented at the annual convention of the American 
Psychological Association, Los Angeles. 
143 
Schmied, L.A. & Lawler, K.A. (1986) . Hardiness, Type A 
behaviour, and stress-illness relation in working 
women. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 51, 1218-1223. 
Sechrest, L. & Jackson, D.N. (1961). Social 
intelligence and accuracy of interpersonal 
predictions. Journal of Personality, 29, 167-182. 
Seligman, M.E.P. (1975). Helplessness. San Fancisco: 
Freeman, 
Sheppard, J.A,, & Kashani, J.H. (1991). The relationship 
of hardiness, gender and stress to health outcomes 
in adolescents. Journal of Personality, 59, 74 7-
768. 
Singh & Ramadhar (1985). Stress-resistant executives: 
The hardy personality. Vikalpa, 10, 463-465. 
Smith, R.E., Johnson, J.H., Sarason, I.G. (1978). Life 
change, the sensation seeking motive, and 
psychological stress. Journal of Clincial and 
Consulting Psychology, 46, 348-349. 
Snow, C.E. (1990). Building memories: The ontogency of 
autobiography. In D. Ciccheti & M. Beeghly (Eds.), 
The self in transition: Infancy to childhood. 
Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 
Srickland, B.R. (1982). Internal-external expectencies 
and health-related behaviours. Journal of 
Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 46, 1192-1211. 
Thoits, P. (1982). Conceptual, methodological and 
theoretical problems in studying social support as 
a buffer against life stress. Journal of Health 
and social Behaviour, 23, 145-159. 
Thorne, A. (1995). Developmental truths in memories of 
childhood and adolescence. Journal of Personality, 
63, 139-163. 
Wallston, K.A. & Wallston, S.B. (1982). Who is 
responsible for your health? The construct of 
health locus of control. In G.S. Sanders & T. 
144 
Sules (Eds.), The social psychology of health and 
illness, Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum. 
Weiss, J.M. (1971). Effects of coping behaviour in 
different warning signal conditions on stress 
pathology in rats. Journal of Comparative and 
Physiological Psychology, 77, 1-13. 
White, R.W. (1959). Motivation reconsidered: The concept 
of competence. Psychological Review, 66, 297-333. 
Wiebe, D.J. (1991). Hardiness and stress moderation: A 
test of proposed mechanisms. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 60, 89-99. 
Wiebe, D.J., & McCallum, D.M. (1986). Health practices 
and hardiness as mediators in the stress illness 
relationship. Health Psychology, 5, 425-438. 
Wiebe, D.J., Williams, P.G., & Smith, T.W. (1990). 
Hardiness, neuroticism and life events: 
Independent or overlapping effects? Unpublished 
manuscript. 
Wyer, R.S. & Srull, T.K. (1981). Category accessibility: 
Some theoretical and empirical issues concerning 
the processing of social stimulus informtion. In 
E.T. Higgins, C.P. Herman & M.P. Zanna (Eds.) 
Social cognition: The Ontario symposium. 
Hillsdale, NJ: Earlbaum. 
Yarrow, M.R., & Compbell, J.D. (1963). Person perception 
in children. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 9, SI-12. 
HARDINESS SCALE 
Name 
Age 
Sex 
Class 
SES 
INSTRUCTIONS: The items below consist of attitudes with 
Which you may agree or you may not agree. As you will 
see, many of the items are worded very strongly.This is 
so you can decide the DEGREE to which you agree or 
disagree. Please indicate your reaction to each item 
according to the following schemes: 
1= Not at all true. 
2= A little true. 
3= Quite true. 
4= Completely true. 
Please read the items carefully and give your 
response by putting the number in the box ( ) at the 
left hand margin. Be sure to answer all on the basis of 
the way you feel now. Don't spend too much time on any 
one item. 
1. I Wonder why I work at all. 
2. Most of life is wasted in meaningless 
activity. 
3. If you have to work, you might as well 
choose a career where you deal with matters 
of life and death 
4. I find it difficult to imagine enthusiasm 
concerning work. 
5. I find it hard to believe people who 
actually feel that the work they perform is 
of value to society. 
6. The human's marvellous ability to think is 
not really such an advantage. 
7. The attempt to know yourself is a waste of 
effort. 
8. I am really interested in the possibility of 
expanding my consciousness through drugs. 
9. Life is empty and has no meaning in it for me. 
) 10. I desire for a simple life in which body 
needs are the most important things and 
decisions dont's have to be made. 
) 11. The most exciting thing for me is my own 
fantasies. 
) 12. One who does one's best should expect to 
receive complete economic support frme one's 
society. 
) 13. There are no conditions which justify 
endangering' the health, food, and shelter of 
one's family or of one's self. 
) 14. Pensions large enough to provide for 
dignified living are the right of all when 
age or illness prevents one from working. 
) 15. Politicians control our lives. 
) 16. Most of my activities are determined by what 
society demands. 
) 17. Those who work for a living are manipulated 
by the bosses. 
) 18. No matter how hard you work, you never seem 
to reach your goals. 
) 19. No matter how hard I try, my efforts will 
get nothing. 
) 20. I tend to start right in on a new task 
without spending much time thinking about 
the best way to proceed. 
) 21. My work is carefully planned and organized 
before it is begun. 
) 22. I like to be with people who are 
unpredictable. 
) 23. It upsets me to go into a situation without 
knowing what I can expect from it. 
) 24. Before I ask a question, I figure out 
exactly what it is I need to find out. 
) 25. I very seldom make detailed plans. 
INSTRUCTIONS Please indicate which of the 
two statements provided in each item listed 
below BETTER represents your attitude. 
) 26a. At last people get the respect they deserve 
in this world. 
) 26b. Unfortunately, an individual's work often 
passes unrecognized no matter how hard he 
tries. 
27a. The idea that most teachers are unfair to 
students is nonsense. 
27b. Most students dont's realize the extent to 
which their grades are influenced by-
accidental happenings. 
28a. Without the right opportunity one connot be 
an effective leader. 
2 8b. Capable people who fail to become leader 
have not taken advantage of their 
opportunities. 
29a. Becoming a success is a matter of hard work; 
luck has little or nothing to do with it. 
2 9b. Getting a good job depends mainly on being 
in the right place at the right time. 
3 0a. In my case getting what I want has little or 
nothing to do with luck. 
30b. Many times we might just as will decide, 
what to do by flipping a coin. 
31a. Who gets to be the boss often depends on who 
was lucky enough to be in the right place 
first. 
31b. Getting people to do the right thing depends 
upon ability; luck has little to do with it. 
32a. Most people don't realize the extent to 
which their lives are controlled by 
accidental happenings. 
32b. There is really no such thing as "luck". 
33a. With enough effort we can wipe out political 
corruption. 
33b. It is difficult for people to have control 
over things politicians do in office. 
34a. Many times I feal that I have little 
influence over the things that happen to me. 
34b. It is impossible for me to believe that 
chance or luck plays an important role in my 
life. 
3 5a. What happens to me is my own doing. 
35b. Sometimes I feel that I don't have enough 
control over the direction my life is 
taking. 
3 6a. Most of the time I can't understand why 
politicians behave the way they do. 
36b. Ultimately the people are responsible for 
government on a national as well as on a 
local basis. 
PAST EVENT QUESTIONNAIRE 
Name 
Age 
Sex 
Class 
Socio economic status 
INSTRUCTIONS: 
We are requesting you to remember your past and to 
do the following: 
1. Narrate an event that was instrumental in making 
you a certain kind of person. 
2. Evaluate the contribution of the event in making you 
certain kind of person or the person who is opposite 
of the specific kind. 
3. Covmt the number of certain kinds of event which you 
recall vividly or partially. 
la. Narration Narrate the event which shows that you are 
fully comnitted to whatever you do. 
OR 
The event which shows that you are not fully 
committed to whatever you undertake. 
Evaluation: Evaluate the event described above in 
terms of its contribution in making you committed -
not committed to whatever you do, by placing X on 
position corresponding to your evaluation. 
V. Non V.Non-
Committed Committed Undecided committed committed 
c. Counting: Now I want you to report the number of 
events of the kind described above which have taken 
place in your l i f e . As you have not to nar ra te but count 
the events you can r e c a l l , i t does not matter whether 
they are vivid memories, j u s t a memory or a memory 
reca l led p a r t i a l l y . You jus t have to give the exact 
number of such events occurring at d i f ferent age l e v e l . 
I n d i c a t i n g Committment AGE Indicating Noncommittment 
Vivid ly Recalled Par t ia l ly V iv id i ly Recalled Recalled 
Recal led Recalled Recalled P a r t i a l l y 
5-10 
11-15 
16-20 
21-25 
2a. Narration: Event in your life which shows that you 
could manage your affairs in the manner you like them to 
be. 
OR 
The event which shows that you could manage your affairs 
in the wanner you like to be. 
h. Evaluation: Now you are requsted to evaluate the 
event in terms of its contributon in making you capable-
incapable to manage your affairs. 
V.capable Capable Undecided Incapable V.incapable 
c. Coiinting 
Ability to Manage Affairs AGE Inability to Manage Affairs 
Vividly Recalled Partially Vividily Recalled Recalled 
Recalled Recalled Recalled Partially 
5-10 
11-15 
16-20 
21-25 
3a. Narration: The event in your life which shows that 
you are not threatened by new situations and you enjoy 
dealing with them. 
OR 
The event which shows that you are threatened by new 
situation and you do not enjoy to deal with them. 
b. Evaluation: Again you have to evaluate the event in 
terms of its contribution in making you the person who 
can enjoy-not enjoy new situations. 
Not Enjoyed V. Not enjoyed Undecided Enjoyed Enjoyed V. 
c. Co\inting 
Indicating That You Enjoy AGE Indicating That You Avoid New 
New Situations Situations 
Vividly Recalled Partially Vividily Recalled Recalled 
Recalled Recalled Recalled Partially 
5-10 
11-15 
16-20 
21-25 
